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Abstract
The purpose of this study was to investigate the role and status of women in
Alachua County, Florida, from 1821 through 1860. The secondary literature suggests
that women throughout America had virtually no public role to play in antebellum society
except in limited circumstances in some mature urban, commercial settings. The study
reviewed U.S. Census materials, slave ownership records, and land ownership records as
a means to examine the family structures, the mobility and persistence of persons and
households, and the economic status of women, particularly including woman headed
households. The study also examined laws adopted by the Florida legislative bodies and
court decisions of the local trial court and the state Supreme Court, church records of a
local congregation, and the correspondence of women who lived in the county for
portions of the antebellum period to focus on the relationships between men and women,
particularly in household relationships. The principal conclusion of the study was that
the most likely route to success for an antebellum frontier woman was through marriage
to one who valued the many economic and personal contributions to household life she
made. This was so despite the wealth that a very few widows built or maintained and
even though Florida jurists differed in their approach on the extent to which married
women should be treated as strictly subordinate to their husbands.

iii

Introduction

When the United States acquired Florida from Spain in 1821, that part of the
peninsula‘s interior that became Alachua County was a thick wilderness with virtually no
residents—a frontier wide open to become whatever its future settlers would make of it.
The presence of hostile Native Americans, the difficulty of transportation, and various
financial and economic issues retarded Alachua County‘s growth until around 1850,
when the county exploded in population and economic growth and morphed from a raw
frontier into a more developed agricultural area in the mainstream of the Southern
plantation economy. The pre-1850 settlers, largely free white males from Georgia and
the Carolinas farmed and herded livestock. In the 1850s, more well to do planters and the
slaves they brought with them diversified the county. Studying this history, I was struck
by the fact that, during the antebellum decades, the county‘s percentage of white women
to overall white population increased, but still was among the lowest in the South by
1860—by then, women accounted for only 46% of all the county‘s white residents.
During those same decades, the percentage of households headed by white women
increased from around 4% in territorial days to nearly 10% by 1860. I wanted to know
what life was like for women in such a frontier location, whether women were civilizing
influences, whether and in what ways women had influence in the public sphere, and why
so many women remained widows as the Civil War approached.
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Suzanne Lebsock‘s seminal study of Petersburg, Virginia argues that antebellum
women could possess influence and autonomy in urban settings.1 Joan Cashin and Julie
Roy Jeffrey see less institutionalized settings as weakening women‘s position and even
subjecting them to cruelties.2 Alachua County developed late in the antebellum period –
during the time when Petersburg‘s women took charge – but its frontier-like status, lack
of urbanization and commercial infrastructure, and slow institutional development
produced an environment for women more like what Cashin and Jeffrey observed than
anything in Petersburg. Apart from the very few women who owned substantial estates,
women‘s greatest influence in antebellum Alachua County‘s frontier, agricultural society
was as mothers, significant contributors to household labor and agricultural output, and as
the ―glue of society.‖
Men dominated Alachua County‘s frontier society numerically, politically and
economically.

Antebellum American patriarchal society had various norms and

expectations for women, reflected in laws, court decisions, and religious practices, but all
prescribed that women, being weaker, less capable and subordinate to men, needed the
protection of, and should be submissive to, men. According to the law in most states in
antebellum America, a woman who married was deemed to have no separate legal
existence apart from her husband--at that point, she was a feme covert under the legal
doctrine of coverture, and lost the rights that she had formerly possessed as a single
woman, or feme sole, to own property. Women also could not vote, serve on juries, or
1

Suzanne Lebsock, The Free Women of Petersburg: Status and Culture in a Southern Town, 1784-1860
(New York and London: W.W. Norton & Co., 1985).
2

Joan E. Cashin, A Family Venture: Men and Women on the Southern Frontier (Baltimore and London:
The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1991), and Julie Roy Jeffrey, Frontier Women: “Civilizing” the
West? 1840-1860, revised edition (New York: Hill and Wang, 1979, 1998).
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serve in the military, and, in practice, had virtually no public voice. Because few women
were prepared by education, religion, or experience for full participation in economic,
business or political matters, those who were single or widowed had powerful incentives
to marry despite the loss of legal identity that marriage entailed. Antebellum men
expected to be masters in their own households and were supported in that expectation by
laws and courts and most other institutions.

Though society expected men to act

honorably toward their subordinates, husbands and masters often acted in harsh, abusive,
and even violent ways. Although most wives seemed to have accommodated themselves
to their circumstances, they also managed to express their opinions and, through hard
work in the fields or as a plantation mistress, were able to exercise agency despite their
subordinate situations. Women who could not accommodate themselves to patriarchal
society found themselves on the margins of society. In antebellum Alachua County, only
a few widows managed to carve out space for their own autonomy in the public sphere
through their ownership of land and slaves. Florida‘s laws, particularly as interpreted by
the state‘s highest appellate court, strongly favored the existing patriarchal structure of
society, including male ownership of property and control over households and all else.
Florida law allowed divorce as early as 1828 and, by 1845, permitted married women to
possess their own separate property, albeit under severe restrictions, but such laws were
not interpreted to allow or reflect changes in Florida‘s antebellum patriarchal society.
Florida‘s judicial conservatism is hardly surprising, especially given that the laws were
never intended to yield to feminist pressure, but were rather motivated by the desire of
elite families to protect their property even after their daughters became married. All
judges shared a common view that society should be patriarchal, but Justice Baltzell,
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most often the spokesman for the Court majority, was more interested in facilitating
credit and commercial transactions than in protecting women, while Justice Dupont,
usually in the minority, was more paternalistic in his approach to women.
Evangelical religion dominated the religious life of Alachua County. Given that
evangelical religion, as practiced by the Baptists, Methodists and Presbyterians who
formed the only churches in Alachua County prior to the Civil War, stressed the equality
of all persons, one might think that antebellum religion would enable women to have a
vision of how they might break out of their subordinate status. But religion did not have
that effect for women. Churches in Alachua County were receptive to having women and
even slaves as members, and it is likely that women played important roles in keeping
church communities together, but women had no role as preachers, voters, enforcers of
church discipline or in any such official capacity. Evangelical religion as it developed by
the time of Alachua County‘s population growth and economic development did not
emphasize and lead to equality in gender relations but rather supported the patriarchal
society prevalent in Alachua County.
Women participated significantly, but had little control, over Alachua County‘s
economy. Women‘s role in production of agricultural goods on most plantations and
farms was critical to the success of households, but women could not manage their
property. Given the lack of meaningful legal recourse available to women, widows who
were motivated by desire to protect their property and who had kinship networks or other
support systems in place could logically conclude that the surest way to success was to
not remarry. An increasing number of Alachua widows took this course, particularly
when their age and the age of their children did not prompt them to seek a husband‘s
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protection and support. During the 1850s, two of Alachua County‘s leading slave owners
and landholders were widows. But most widows in the county were not so favored and
found that widowhood left them dependent on their kin or forced them to eke out an
existence where opportunities for employment were rare.
By 1860, woman-headed households were different than other households in
important ways. The percentage of women who headed households that owned land in
1860 was somewhat lower than the percentage of landowners for all county households,
but the percentage of slave owning women who headed households was comparable to
the percentage of all households that owned slaves in the county. By 1860, womanheaded households tended to be smaller than all households, likely because their
households were similar to those of male headed households except that, of course, there
was one less spouse. By 1860, woman-headed households exhibited somewhat higher
rates of persistence than all household heads in the late antebellum period for several
reasons.

Some women were well to do and had little economic reason to leave,

especially when their families were around them, while other women heads of household
were not well to do and had little ability to move away, particularly if they had kin living
in the vicinity. Women who headed households were less likely to own real property
than all heads of household, but by 1860, were slightly more likely than all heads of
household to own at least one slave or more than twenty slaves, although women
generally owned fewer slaves than men.
Primary sources including U.S. manuscript census returns, records regarding land
transactions and probate administrations, minutes of Alachua County Superior Court
proceedings, Florida Supreme Court records, and minutes of monthly business meetings
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for one local Baptist church, lead me to focus on a high, or macro, level view of
antebellum Alachua County society. Second Seminole War diaries and letters also shed
light on society in early territorial Florida. Correspondence of women from the eastern
seaboard who migrated to Florida provide insight into the actions and thoughts of some
individual women. All these sources illuminate the gender and power relationships that
existed in antebellum Florida and Alachua County, and indicate that the patriarchal
society that existed on the frontier had definite ramifications for free women‘s lives in
their work on farms or plantations.
What might we learn from the women of antebellum Alachua County? Many
women in different societies, religions and countries around the world today live in
patriarchal cultures, and many are dominated by and feel the need to submit to men as
authorities.

Laws and courts generally reflect the traditions of the culture and the

attitudes of society‘s elites. They often, as in antebellum Florida, work against the
interest of those who are subordinate in society. Male dominated religions reinforce
society‘s traditions, and provide little hope for female independence and equality. In
antebellum Alachua County, property ownership and the opportunity for material
advancement seems to have been key for women to have an opportunity to have some
measure of autonomy. For most women, though, the best hope for a successful life lay in
having a fortunate marriage to a man who was willing to be more paternalistic than many
in his relationship with his wife.
In Section 1, I describe the early history of Alachua County and show that there
were significant impediments to the development of the county until the 1850s.
Thereafter, the cotton economy took hold, plantations developed, and the number of
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slaves exploded. The county‘s institutions, commercial infrastructure, and urban areas
developed late and slowly, such that the conditions for women‘s participation on the
public sphere were not ripe as they had been in Petersburg, Virginia.
In Section 2, I analyze U.S. Census material and consider population and
household trends and ratios to show how the county looked in comparison to selected
other Southern locations, and to show how woman-headed households compared to all
households in the county during the antebellum period. I thereby am able to conclude
that woman-headed households were different from all households in antebellum Alachua
County in terms of size, household composition, rates of persistence, and relative
prosperity as measured by land and slave ownership by women who headed households.
In Section 3, I discuss how women‘s role was understood by Florida‘s elite
citizenry by reviewing important Florida statutory legislation and Florida Supreme Court
case decisions. The statutes indicate that Florida‘s late settlement meant that local elites
may have been less conservative in their treatment of women than other Southern states
may have been. Supreme Court decisions, often pitting two justices against each other in
matters relating to women‘s roles, marriage relationships, and women‘s property rights,
show that elite opinion was split between traditional paternalistic approaches and harsher
patriarchal views.
In the concluding Section 4, I look at both the county‘s agricultural economy and
religious setting to determine how women functioned in those public spheres and
conclude that women‘s impact and influence continued to be behind the scenes and
within households.
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Chapter 1: Antebellum Alachua County: The Florida Frontier, Institutional Development
and Women‘s Autonomy
In May, 1837, Harvard educated U.S. Army surgeon Jacob Rhett Motte, a twentyfive year old Southern gentleman from low country South Carolina assigned to the
Florida theater of operations early in the Second Seminole War, attended a ball given by
the citizenry of Newnansville, the county seat of Alachua County, Florida. At that time,
farmers and traders who had formerly inhabited lands south of Newnansville had sought
refuge in Newnansville or points north that were considered safe from Indian attacks.
Motte characterized Newnansville as being an ―incipient city‖ filled with ―dwellings,
alias shantees‖ in a ―labyrinth of streets…laid out with a pleasing disregard to all rules of
uniformity‖.3 The inhabitants of the town were mostly small farmers who had emigrated
to ―plant corn, hoe potatoes, and beget ugly little white-headed responsibilities‖ who
―imagining it easier to be fed by Uncle Sam ... provoked the Indians by various
aggressions to retaliation, and then complained to their venerable Uncle of the
mischievous disposition of his red nephews.‖ 4 The ball, held under a long tent in the
back yard of one of the two local hotels, was attended by virtually everyone in town. The
women all ate first, followed by the children and then the men. After a huge downpour
drenched the assemblage during the long period when the men were discharging their
―patriotic duty of drinking toasts…the ladies sent in a toast which would have withered

3

Jacob Rhett Motte, Journey into Wilderness: An Army Surgeon‟s Account of Life in Camp and Field
during the Creek and Seminole Wars 1836-1838, edited by James F. Sunderman (Gainesville, Florida:
University of Florida Press, 1963), 90-1.
4

Ibid.

-8-

Old Hickory into a nonentity had he been present.‖5 The ladies' toast was in response to
a newspaper article which reported that President Andrew Jackson, tired of hearing
requests from Floridians for protection from the rampaging Seminoles, accused the men
of Florida of being ―damned cowards‖ and that he ―could take fifty women, and whip
every Indian that had crossed the Suwannee, and that the people of Florida had done less
to put down the war, or to defend themselves than any other people in the United
States…The men of Florida had better run off or let the Indians shoot them, that the
women get husbands of courage, and breed up men who would defend the country.‖6
Motte‘s account of the 1837 Newnansville ball tells us a great deal about the
gender roles and relationships of early Alachua County, Florida. Alachua County was on
the Florida frontier, and Florida was on the frontier of the United States.7 Both Alachua
County and Florida were slow to develop in terms of population and institutions. Until
the 1850s, the early settlers of the county were primarily small herders and farmers. The
5

Ibid., 92-93.

6

Ibid., note 13 on page 270. According to Motte, ―The sentiment of the ladies was highly condemnatory of
this sensible advice; they expressed their satisfaction with their present helpmates; and stated they were not
in the habit of swapping husbands…despite the amiable example offered them in the General‘s own
conduct in former times.‖ Ibid., 93.
7

Joan D. Cashin, A Family Venture: Men and Women on the Southern Frontier (Baltimore and London:
The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1994), uses the term ―frontier‖ in reference to the Southwest as the
place where planter sons migrated to demonstrate their ―modern mobility‖ and to escape from ―the bondage
of the past‖, at 5-7. Julie Roy Jeffrey, Frontier Women: “Civilizing” the West? 1840-1880, rev. ed. (New
York: Hill & Wang, 1998), after a brief essay on Frederick Jackson Turner and reactions to his writings on
the ―frontier‖, states that the American West during the period between 1840-1880 was a frontier, or a
―place of cultural contact and interaction between groups.‖, at 6. Caroline Earle Billingsley, Communities
of Kinship: Antebellum Families and the Settlement of the Cotton Frontier (Athens, Georgia and London:
The University of Georgia Press, 2004), describes the ―cotton frontier‖ as ―areas of the South where
planters took advantage of cheap land and fertile soils previously untouched by cotton cultivation, usually
in areas recently vacated by Native Americans and opened to white settlers, where they could maximize
their assets to produce cotton through plantation slavery in a generally western migration pattern‖, at 32.
Malcolm J. Rohrbaugh, The Trans-Appalachian Frontier: People, Societies, and Institutions, 1775-1850
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1978), describes Florida, along with Michigan and Arkansas, as
―enduring frontiers‖ characterized by wilderness and vastness of land, at 220.
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women of the county may have provided a civilizing influence on the men resident in the
county, but the scathing toast at the 1837 ball indicates that they were not stereotypical
Southern ladies, nor did they conform to the ―cult of true womanhood‖-the feminine ideal
of the antebellum period.8 Courts, schools, churches, and urban areas were all slow to
develop in the county until the late 1850s.

Suzanne Lebsock‘s seminal study of

Petersburg, Virginia in the antebellum period argues that women could possess influence
and autonomy despite societal norms that prescribed the subordination of women to men,
but Alachua County‘s rural frontier location, sparse population, and weak institutional
development gave rise to few opportunities for Alachua County women to be
autonomous or to exert influence in the public sphere. Alachua more closely resembles
the frontier settings described by Joan Cashin, Mary P. Ryan and Julie Roy Jeffrey than
the more settled, urban location of Petersburg, Virginia. 9 Further, Alachua County did
not possess the commercial infrastructure that was key to the development of ―separate
spheres‖ where women dominated the private sphere of the home and men had control
over the public sphere outside the home.10
Antebellum America at large was rural and patriarchal, features hardly limited to
the South. The household was the basic unit of production in rural society throughout the

8

Barbara Welter, ―The Cult of True Womanhood: 1820-1860,‖ American Quarterly 18, No. 2 (Summer
1966), 151-174.
9

Suzanne D. Lebsock, The Free Women of Petersburg: Status and Culture in a Southern Town, 1784-1860
(New York: W.W. Norton & Company, Inc., 1984); Cashin, ibid.; and Jeffrey, ibid.. See also Mary P.
Ryan, Mysteries of Sex: Tracing Women & Men through American History (Chapel Hill, North Carolina:
The University of North Carolina Press, 2006), 125.
10

Mary P. Ryan, Cradle of the Middle Class: The Family in Oneida County, New York, 1790-1865
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981).
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nation, and patriarchal society was common to all antebellum American society. 11 Both
sexes were involved in the family and household‘s labor, with women playing central
roles in productive and reproductive work. In rural households, the husband ruled as
head of the household and dominated the public sphere ―legitimized by a sexuallysegregated public world and a male state-structure.‖12 Faragher comments that women
―were powerfully aware of the inequities of their lot…‖ but expended most of their
energies not in resisting, but rather in accommodating to and shaping their families and
the work they were responsible for.13
This patriarchal society was under attack in some parts of antebellum America.
The American Revolution shook the old order and opened new possibilities for women.
Evangelical religion that swept the nation, with its emphasis on the equality of all before
God and the emotionalism that sometimes allowed women to speak at camp meetings and
revivals, opened further prospects for the loosening of patriarchal control. Capitalism
and urbanization revised the structure of how and where labor was performed, leading to
separate spheres with women dominating the private sphere of the home and men
dominating the public sphere of work and politics. The transition from patriarchal
society to society where opportunities for women to exert influence in the public sphere
proceeded fitfully, over time, and at uneven rates. During the antebellum period of

11

Faragher‘s article, ―History from the Inside-Out‖ drew examples primarily from the midwestern
antebellum United States and argued that rural society throughout time have been patriarchal. See also,
John Mack Faragher, Women and Men on the Overland Trail (New Haven and London: Yale University
Press, 1979); Norma Basch, In the Eyes of the Law: Women, Marriage, and Property in NineteenthCentury New York (Ithaca, New York and London: Cornell University Press, 1982), 1-112.
12

John Mack Faragher, ―History from the Inside-Out: Writing the History of Women in Rural America,‖
American Quarterly 33, No. 5 (Winter, 1981): 537-557, 551.
13

Ibid., 551-2.
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transition, women were able to exercise agency as actors and were not simply acted upon,
but agency was exercised more within the home and kinship networks or even within
local churches. As Lebsock and Ryan note, antebellum women could exercise agency
and exert influence within the public sphere where relatively mature urban conditions and
diversified economies existed as in Petersburg, Virginia and Utica, New York. The
hierarchical, slave-owning culture of the South ensured that none of these conditions
existed in antebellum Alachua County, Florida. At the individual level, as noted by
historian Walter Johnson, persons in subordinate positions, such as slaves or women,
could act to preserve their humanity or could take self directed action mostly within the
family or household.14
In this section, we will see that Alachua County grew slowly until the 1850s when
many impediments to the county‘s development were lessened, if not overcome. Even by
1860, though, the few towns in the county were little more than villages with a few
professionals and merchants who could survive by providing support to the dominant
agricultural economy of the county.

Institutions such as churches, voluntary

organizations, and schools developed slowly during the antebellum period, and the
records for those institutions do not indicate significant roles for women in their public
functioning.

The most significant public institution, the courts and the law, also

developed in a rudimentary way in antebellum Alachua County, and women did become
involved in public ways as parties to various lawsuits in the county‘s local courts. In the
last section of this thesis, we will look more closely at women‘s involvement in both
religion and the economy to see whether either of those arenas provided a way for

14

Walter Johnson, ―On Agency‖ Journal of Social History 37 No. 1 (Fall, 2003): 113-124.
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women to be independent and to have influence and autonomy within the patriarchal
structure that prevailed throughout the antebellum period.
Lebsock argues that antebellum women could possess influence and autonomy in
urban settings, where they could gain at least some control over property by exploiting
―loopholes‖ in Virginia‘s common law.15

She notes that Petersburg had a growing

population of single and widowed women, and that women participated in business, legal
matters and women‘s organizations, regardless of their marital status. She further wrote
about the timing and circumstances under which men ultimately took control of many of
women‘s businesses and institutions. One project was the foundation around 1812 of an
orphanage for girls by a group of upper class women. The orphanage was intended to
address problems of women‘s poverty, lack of education and sexual abuse of girls. Men,
however, were usually the public face of the orphanage as they made speeches, gave
sermons and otherwise raised funds needed for the institution. Other poor relief efforts
spearheaded by women finally were taken over by men of Petersburg in the 1850s when
the town government took a more comprehensive approach to poor relief.16 Women also
took the lead in religious institutions, particularly when it came to raising and controlling
the distribution of funds for the improvement of public morality and for benevolence
efforts, because, Lebsock notes, ―men, by and large, did not think religion and charity
mattered very much.‖17 Again, men asserted control over women‘s efforts, particularly
when it came to relief of the poor, in the late 1850s, either because of the devastating

15

Lebsock, ibid.

16

Ibid., 199-215.

17

Ibid., 215-224.
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effects on Petersburg‘s economy due to the panic of 1857 or due to a decision to take
over efforts from women, especially where money was concerned. 18 After controversy, it
became settled in the 1850s that women would not publicly speak in connection with
their charitable organizations. Finally, women were, during the 1850s, relegated to
participating in auxiliary organizations to charitable and other organizations in which
men took an interest, with men retaining control over public activities and finances. 19
Cashin‘s southwestern frontier was a place where young men went to make their
fortunes, to assert their independence, and to escape from family interference.

To

women, though, the southwestern frontier was a place to which they were uprooted and
torn away from family and kinship networks and subjected to patriarchal society where
men were less paternalistic than on the eastern seaboard.20 For Jeffrey, the Western
frontier was a place where women did not abandon their familiar roles in the domestic
sphere until after urban life blossomed. Rather, they continued the same lives and gender
roles they brought with them from their former homes. Only when women‘s isolation
ended and their social contacts multiplied as churches organized and as schools,
voluntary associations and towns grew, did women‘s opportunity for participation and
influence in the public forum develop.21
Alachua County was on the frontier prior to the cession of Florida by Spain to the
United States in 1821. Spanish dominion did not reach far away from Spanish outposts
in St. Augustine, East Florida, and Pensacola, West Florida. Inland Florida, including
18

Ibid., 224-229.

19

Ibid., 230-236.

20

Cashin, ibid., 44-49.

21

Jeffrey, ibid., 6, 99-130.

- 14 -

present day Alachua County, was a great wilderness sparsely occupied by Native
Americans and, except for brief periods when the Spanish established missions or a large
cattle ranch known as Hacienda de la Chua abandoned in the early eighteenth century,
was not a place where Spanish settlement reached.22 Thereafter, several Seminole Indian
villages were located near Paynes Prairie.23 The few white persons who visited or lived
in the area during the eighteenth century and into the early nineteenth century were
explorers, including William Bartram, and Indian traders, particularly including Edward
Wanton, a trader who became important in the early history of Alachua County through
his founding of the town of Micanopy.24 During the War of 1812, the Spanish in Florida
came under attack by ―Patriots‖ from Georgia who became familiar with the Alachua
County area and even attempted to set up an independent ―District of Elotchaway in the
Territory of East Florida‖. In 1814, they petitioned the United States government to
recognize their legitimacy, but President Monroe determined it was best to not antagonize

22

Paul Hoffman, Florida‟s Frontiers (Bloomington, Indiana and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press,
2002), 96-7, 131, 137, 174-180, and Lars Andersen, Paynes Prairie: The Great Savanna, A History and
Guide, 2nd ed. (Sarasota, Florida: Pineapple Press, Inc., 2001, 2004), 37-46. As noted in this paper,
Alachua County is a political subdivision of Florida, first established as such by act of the Florida
Territorial Council in 1824. When initially established, Alachua County covered a much larger
geographical area than it does at present. References herein to ―Alachua County‖ refer, as much as
possible, to the geographical area presently occupied by the political subdivision known as Alachua
County.
23

The Native Americans living in Florida are referred to herein as Seminoles following the custom of other
historians. The lineage of the Native Americans who came to be referred as Seminoles is traced by John K.
Mahon, History of the Second Seminole War, 1835-1842, Revised edition (Gainesville, Florida: University
Presses of Florida, 1985), 3-8.
24

Andersen, ibid., 47-58, 68-75; Larry Eugene Rivers, Slavery in Florida: Territorial Days to
Emancipation (Gainesville, Florida: University Press of Florida, 2000), 192-209; Frank Marotti, Jr.,
―Edward M. Wanton and the Settling of Micanopy,‖ Florida Historical Quarterly 73 (April 1995): 457478.

- 15 -

Spain by granting
recognition. The
hundred or so
petitioners later
became leading
settlers of Alachua
County after
Florida became a
United States
territory in the
1820s.25
After Spain ceded control of East Florida and West Florida to the United States in
1821, the nearly vacant Florida peninsula was only slowly populated, growing from
approximately 35,000 in 1830 to slightly over 140,000 by 1860.

The territory‘s

population grew sufficiently so that Florida met the criteria for statehood and was
admitted as the twenty-seventh state in 1845. Population growth in the antebellum period
occurred primarily in Florida‘s better agricultural lands in the ―Middle Florida‖ counties
of Gadsden, Leon, Jefferson and Madison, all in northern Florida between the Suwannee
and Apalachicola Rivers. Growth in the historically settled areas of ―East Florida‖
around St. Augustine and ―West Florida‖ around Pensacola lagged behind. The areas to
the immediate south of Middle Florida, including Alachua County, also lagged until the

25

T. F. Davis, ―Elotchaway, East Florida, 1814,‖ Florida Historical Quarterly 8 (January 1930): 143-155;
Chris Monaco, ―Fort Mitchell and the Settlement of Alachua County,‖ Florida Historical Quarterly 79
(Summer 2000): 1-25.
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Seminoles were killed, removed from Florida through a series of treaties and military
actions, or confined on reservations deep in south Florida after both the Second Seminole
War in 1842 and the Third Seminole War in 1858.26 The 1845 map above shows the
locations of the Florida areas and counties referenced herein.27
Notwithstanding the rapid increases in population, both Alachua County and
Florida as a whole lagged behind the rest of the South. By 1860, the white population of
Florida was only approximately one-fourth that of South Carolina, the Southern state
with the next smallest white population. The total population of Florida, including
slaves, was only one-ninth that of South Carolina‘s total population. The percentage
increase of Florida‘s white population growth in the decade preceding 1860 was greater
than the percentage increase in all Southern states except Arkansas and Texas, while the
percentage increase in Florida‘s slave population in the same decade outstripped all
Southern states except for Arkansas and Texas.28 Despite such percentage increases, the
absolute increase of Florida‘s white population during the 1850s lagged behind every
Southern state except South Carolina, while the increase in number of slaves in Florida
during the decade was less than the increase in every state except South Carolina and
Virginia. Florida‘s slave population in 1850 lagged every Southern state, but was close

26

The Seminole Wars have been a favorite topic of historians. See, for example, Mahon, ibid. and John
and Mary Lou Missall, The Seminole Wars: America‟s Longest Indian Conflict (Gainesville, Florida:
University Press of Florida, 2004), and the numerous letters and diaries of soldiers who participated in the
various Seminole Wars.
27

This map, referred to as the ―Sidney Morse Map of Florida-1845‖ was retrieved from The University of
South Florida web site ―Exploring Florida: Historic Florida Maps‖ at
http://fcit.usf.edu/FLORIDA/maps/1800/miss45.htm (accessed January 15, 2008).
28

Charles C. Bolton, Poor Whites f the Antebellum South : Tenants and Laborers in Central North
Carolina and Northeast Mississippi (Durham, North Carolina and London: Duke University Press, 1994),
83.
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to that of Arkansas and Texas. During the 1850s, the growth in number of slaves in
Florida was only one-third the increase in number of slaves in Arkansas and was less than
one-fifth of the increase in slaves in Texas.

Similarly, the percentage increase in

Florida‘s slave population by 57.4% lagged behind that of Arkansas (136.2%) and Texas
(213.8%).29 The following chart shows the total population of each of the Southern states,
according to the decennial censuses for the period between 1830 and 1860.
Population Growth: Southern States, 1830-1860
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Alachua County, created in 1824, was located south of Middle Florida and
stretched along the north and western boundary of the then existing Seminole Indian
reservation from Florida‘s territorial border with Georgia south to beyond Tampa Bay. It
experienced little growth until the 1850s. The population of the area now known as

29

1830 Census, 1840 Census, 1850 Census and 1860 Census. See Tables 6 and 8.
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Alachua County grew from less than 2,000 in 1830, to 2,500 in 1850, and to slightly
more than 8,000 in 1860.30
The earliest white settlers to territorial
Alachua County were attracted primarily by
the relatively fertile lands in the western
and southern parts of Alachua County,
which had been settled by Indians for some
time, and the availability of abundant
grazing lands around the Paynes Prairie
area. As noted by Paul Hoffman, these early
settlers were men of lesser means from
Georgia or other parts of the upland South
who lived by subsistence farming and hog
and cattle raising rather than well-to-do planter sons from older settled regions of the
South.31 Often, they had become familiar with the area from prior service in the War of
1812 and conflicts related to the proximity of the United States and the Spanish empire in
Florida.

30

Map above labeled ―1830 Alachua County‖ shows the location of current Alachua County and those
counties, presently established in Florida, which Alachua County included when it was originally
established;. See Alachua County Clerk of Court Ancient Records web site, http://www.clerk-alachuafl.org/Archive/default.cfm (accessed January 15, 2008). By 1840, the counties north of current Alachua
County were carved out of the original county boundaries, as were the lands south of Hernando County.
By 1850, the Legislature had pared the Alachua County boundaries to include only present-day Alachua,
Bradford and Gilchrist Counties, and by 1860, Bradford County had been created and stripped away from
Alachua County.
31

Hoffman, ibid., 297.
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Florida and Alachua County grew slowly for a number of reasons. Once the
territory was established, land was made available for settlement and settlers were
encouraged to come to Florida, but surveying of land proceeded slowly, taking most of
the antebellum period in Alachua County.32 The process of sorting through which
Spanish land grants would be honored took time to settle, in some cases involving
Alachua County land after going all the way to the United States Supreme Court.33 Early
efforts at planned development, such as occurred at The Pilgrimage in southern Alachua
County under the guidance of Moses Levy, succeeded in improving an existing Indian
trail from the St. Johns River to near Micanopy, but the development failed due to its
isolation and lack of adequate funding.34 The presence of Seminole Indians in the Florida
32

Sidney Walter Martin, ―The Public Domain in Territorial Florida‖ The Journal of Southern History 10,
No. 2 (May, 1944): 174-187. Surveys of most of the county‘s two westerly most ranges, Ranges 17 and 18
East, began in the mid-1820s and were completed in 1827. These ranges include the location of most of the
early settled areas in Alachua County, including Newnansville, the county seat, and two locations identified
in the 1830 federal census, Fort Clarke and Spring Grove. 32 The surveys for most of the easterly most
ranges were commenced in the early 1830s and were completed in 1834 and 1835, but surveys of the
southerly most areas of the county were not completed until the early 1850s, primarily due to clouded titles
to, and uncertain location of, large Spanish land grants found in that part of the county. Copies of the
original government surveys may be found on the Florida Department of Environmental Protection web
site known as ―Land Information Boundary System‖ or LABINS under the heading Government Land
Office Early Records, accessible at http://data.labins.org/2003/SurveyData/LandRecords/landrecords.cfm .
Each Township, a 36 square mile square (if regular in form) was the subject of its own survey, and was
located based on its distance and direction from the Tallahassee Meridian. Each government survey
located Spanish land grants and located certain important topographical features such as navigable lakes
and streams.
33

Chaires v. U.S., 44 U.S. 611 (1845); and see Everett W. Caudle, ―Settlement Patterns in Alachua County,
Florida, 1850-1860‖ Florida Historical Quarterly 67 (April 1989): 428-9. A potentially violent situation in
Columbia County, close by and north of Alachua County, arose in 1846 due to premature sale of lands and
the subsequent judicial determination of the validity of the Arredondo Grant, is described in Edward F.
Keuchel and Joe Knetsch, ―Settlers, Bureaucrats, and Private Land Claims: The ‗Little Arredondo Grant,‘‖
Florida Historical Quarterly 68 (October 1989): 211-213.
34

The life of Moses Levy, his utopian theories, his anti-slave sentiments, his breach with his well known
son, Senator David Yulee, and his poverty resulting from his involvement with The Pilgrimage, all were
important in C.S. Monaco, Moses Levy of Florida: Jewish Utopian and Antebellum Reformer (Baton
Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 2005), 95-114, 160-164; the life of Edward Wanton and his
work as Indian agent prior to and during the time of The Pilgrimage are the primary subject of Marotti,
ibid., 457-478.
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peninsula and the efforts of the federal and state governments to remove the Native
Americans from Florida retarded growth overall and resulted in settlers restricting the
locations where they set up homesteads and farms, but also promoted the development of
small population centers around U.S. Army military installations, including forts, depots
and landings.35 Prior to the war, trade between settlers and Seminoles was a cause for
concern, but continued nevertheless. Once the war was underway, Indian raids had the
effect of causing virtually all settlers south of Newnansville to abandon their farms and
move to Newnansville or points north. The development of Alachua County was largely
put on hold until the war concluded.36 Transportation within Florida was difficult and
resulted in slow growth for areas that were harder to access, including interior areas such
as Alachua County. The county was largely served by old Indian trails and military roads
built during the Second Seminole War, as well as by the Bellamy Road, Florida‘s first big
internal improvement which was a road intended to go from St. Augustine across the
Florida interior to west Florida. Ultimately, the first railroad through the county was

35

The story of the Second Seminole War has been popular with Florida historians. The war, lasting from
1835 to 1842, is said to be the longest and most expensive of Indian wars in United States history, and
ultimately removed most, though hardly all, Seminoles from Florida
36

Trade with Indians was a source of legislative concern. Acts of the Legislative Council. 1826 Laws of
Florida Territory. An Act to regulate our citizens trading with the Indians.” Adopted January 10, 1827.
Accessed from Florida Historical Legal Documents, Publication of Archival Library and Museum
Materials, http://fulltext10.fcla.edu/ (accessed January 10, 2008); similar acts prohibiting the sale, barter or
trade on any good s with Indians were also approved by the same Legislative Council in 1831 and 1832.
See also, cases from the Superior Court for Alachua County, including the 1833 cases of Territory v.
Charles Waldron, Territory v. Richard Crum and Territory v. Carlos, Minutes of the Superior Court for
Alachua County, Florida, transcribed by Jim Powell. May 2002. There are a number of accounts of the
graphic and horrific manner in which Indian raids on isolated settlements was depicted and popularized, as
in, for example, ―A true and authentic account of the Indian war in Florida: giving the particulars respecting
the murder of the Widow Robbins, and the providential escape of her daughter Aurelia, and her lover, Mr.
Charles Somers, after suffering almost innumerable hardships. The whole compiled from the most
authentic sources.‖ Originally published at New York: Saunders & Van Welt, 1836. Digitized from
original source held at Florida State University Libraries, http://fulltext.fcla.edu/ (accessed September 9,
2004). Cited as ―Widow Robbins.‖
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announced in the mid-1850s and began operations in Gainesville in 1859.37 General
economic conditions that affected the nation, including the Panic of 1837 and low cotton
prices that did not recover until the mid-1840s, also retarded growth in Florida. Local
economic conditions, including the collapse of state banks after the Panic of 1837 and the
resulting contraction in credit availability, contributed to slow economic development. 38
Under conditions prevailing in Florida, including Alachua County, settlers were often on
their own as institutions, including courts, post offices, churches and educational
facilities, developed slowly.

37

Travelers to Alachua County often used waterborne transportation, including steamboats in the 1830s, on
the St. Johns River, the main north-south transportation artery in northeast Florida, and then used one of
several rough roads to travel the 30 to 50 miles from the St. Johns River to their destination in Alachua
County. However, water traffic on the Suwannee River, which flowed from the Gulf Coast northeasterly
along the westerly boundary of the county on to Middle Florida, was not possible to and from the Gulf due
to shoals at the mouth of the river. A general description of transportation in Territorial Florida is provided
by Alice Whitman, ―Transportation in Territorial Florida,‖ Florida Historical Quarterly 17 No. 1 (July
1938): 25-53; representative accounts of the general difficulty of traveling in the interior of antebellum
Florida are included in Virginia Steele Wood, ed. ―Elijah Swift‘s Travel Journal from Massachusetts to
Florida, 1857,‖ Florida Historical Quarterly 55 No. 2 (October 1976): 181-188, and O.J. Frier, A
Memorial Sketch of the Life and Ministerial Labors of J.M. Hayman (Nashville, Tennessee: Marshall and
Bruce Co, 1901), 4-5; and Everett W. Caudle, ibid., 428-440; early roads and improvements are described
in Burke G. Vanderhill, ―The Alachua-St. Mary‘s Road,‖ Florida Historical Quarterly 68 No. 1 (July
1987): 50-67, and in Mark F. Boyd, ―The First American Road in Florida: Papers relating to the Survey and
Construction of the Pensacola-St. Augustine Highway,‖ Florida Historical Quarterly 14 No. 2 (October
1935): 73-106 and Florida Historical Quarterly 14 No. 3 (January 1936): 139-192181-188. Postal service
was established as early as 1826 at Wantons (now known as Micanopy) and Dells (later known as
Newnansville), but demand was not great in the 1820s and service was irregular. During the 1830s, postal
operations were expanded as new routes were added, and service was expanded from single horse riders to
two-horse and then four horse stagecoaches; postal operations and transportation are discussed in Richard J.
Stanaback, ―Postal Operations in Territorial Florida, 1821-1845,‖ Florida Historical Quarterly 52 No. 2
(October 1973): 157-174, and the advance of the frontier in Florida by showing the development and
location of post offices is described in Morton D. Winsberg, ―The Advance of Florida‘s Frontier as
Determined from Post Office Openings,‖ Florida Historical Quarterly 72 No. 2 (October 1993): 89-99;
the development of early railroads is discussed in Caroline Watkins, ―Some Early Railroads in Alachua
County,‖ Florida Historical Quarterly 53 No. 4 (April 1975): 450-459 and Caroline Barr Watkins, The
Story of Historic Micanopy, 2nd edition (Micanopy, Florida: Micanopy Historical Society, 1991), 17-45;
Marotti, ibid., 471.
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Daniel L. Schafer, ―U.S. Territory and State‖ in The New History of Florida, ed. By Michael Gannon
(Gainesville, Florida: University Press of Florida, 1996), 207-230; Stephanie D. Moussali, ―Florida‘s
Frontier Constitution: The Statehood, Banking and Slavery Controversies‖ Florida Historical Quarterly 74,
No. 4 (April 1996), 423-438.
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Settlements developed during the antebellum period primarily to support the
county‘s agricultural economy, but none of the settlements reached urban status until
after the Civil War. Prior to the Second Seminole War, settlements such as Micanopy
(formerly known as Wantons) and Newnansville (formerly known as Dells) were small
villages in which were located an Indian trading post or a country store and a post office.
Post offices were located in the local country store, and were places where people from
the surrounding countryside could gather and even hear a circuit riding preacher. During
the Second Seminole War, as noted by Motte, the country folk took refuge in
Newnansville, at which time that town saw modest development of stores, merchants and
hotels. Newnansville was the county seat and the place where the circuit court held
session twice yearly, and was also, after 1842, the site of the busiest Florida land office
from which lands of the State were sold. Gainesville, selected in the mid-1850s to be the
new county seat when it became known that a cross-Florida railroad would be routed
through the location of Gainesville, developed modestly in the last few years of the
antebellum period. In none of these towns, however, was institutional development early
or significant enough such that women had opportunities to exert influence in the public
sphere.
Micanopy, the first settlement in Territorial Alachua County originally known as
Wantons or Wantons post office,. Micanopy was near the northern boundary of the
Indian reservation established by the 1823 Treaty of Moultrie Creek, and was established
by Edward Wanton on behalf of the developers of the Arredondo Grant to facilitate
compliance with the conditions of the grant. Wanton supervised the construction of a
forty-five mile road from Palatka on the St. Johns River westerly to Micanopy which

- 23 -

provided a cart road for the settlers recruited by Moses Levy to settle the Pilgrimage
development in the Arredondo Grant lands just west of Micanopy. Wanton and the
settlers constructed a sawmill and cleared land for several farms. Other roads connected
Micanopy to the Tampa area, and the military installations located there, so Micanopy
was a crossroads for the interior of Florida. The post office at Micanopy opened in 1826
and served as a gathering point and place for voting. Circuit riders preached there. The
1830 Census lists twenty seven households living ―near Wantons and Seminole Agency‖
which included 56 white males, 40 white females and 103 slaves, a total of 199 persons.
Two of the 1830 households were headed by women.39 The 1840 census showed a rather
different story, understandable since the village had been subject to Indian attacks at the
start of the Second Seminole War and had been abandoned from 1836 until 1840.40 When
the village was abandoned, the fort and all the buildings and improvements not being
taken by evacuees were burned to prevent goods from falling into Indian hands.41 The
1840 census showed seventeen households living in Micanopy with a total population of
only 108 persons. Thereafter, though, families moved into the Micanopy area so that, by
1860, the Census showed fifty-five households comprising 253 persons in Micanopy,
including nine woman-headed households. Residents of Micanopy in 1860 included a
wide variety of occupations, but the women who then headed households were either

39

Returns of the Fifth Census Showing the Number of Free People, the Number of Slaves, the Federal or
Representative Number and the Aggregate of Each County of Each State in the United States (Washington:
Duff Green, 1832) (referred to herein as the ―1830 Census‖).
40

Population Schedules from each of the Compendium of the Enumeration of the Inhabitants and Statistics
of the United States, as obtained at the Department of State from the Returns of the Sixth Census. Florida
(Washington: Thomas Allen, 1841) (referred to hereinafter as the ―1840 Census‖).
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Marotti, ibid., 474.
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farmers, had no occupation, or, in the case of Patience Smith, operated a private boarding
hotel.42
The town of Newnansville began in the mid-1820s as Dells store or post office,
was designated the county seat of Alachua County in 1828, and grew slowly thereafter
until result of refugees from the countryside fleeing Seminole attacks poured into town.
The 1830 Census listed fifty-four households at ―Court House and St. Afee River‖
comprising 417 persons, including 241 whites and 176 slaves. The 1840 Census listed
sixty-seven households in Newnansville comprising 701 persons, including 391 whites
and 311 slaves. Five persons listed as head of household in 1830 continued as head of
household in the same area in 1840, all of whom were persons who played a role in the
early development of Alachua County. None of the households in 1830 were headed by
women, but seven households were headed by women in 1840, with two of the women
(Zilpha Stanley, widow of John Stanly, owned 23 slaves, and Penelope Tyson owned 17
slaves) being among the largest slave owners in the county. 43 Prior to the onset of the
Second Seminole War, the town featured a courthouse, a block house and one tavern, but
many new buildings, including two hotels, shops and dwellings, were constructed as the
military used the town for its purposes during the war.44 A land office established in the
town in 1842 to process claims for state lands and for lands made available through the
42

The Seventh Census of the United States: 1850. Florida. (Washington: Robert Armstrong, Public Printer,
1853) (referred to hereinafter as the ―1850 Census‖); and Population of the United States in 1860:
Compiled from the Original Returns of the Eighth Census. Florida. (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1864) and Agriculture of the United States in 1860: Compiled from the Original Returns of the
Eighth Census. Florida. (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1864) (collectively hereinafter referred
to as the ―1860 Census‖).
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Susan Yelton, ―Newnansville: A Lost Florida Settlement,‖ Florida Historical Quarterly 53, No. 3
(January 1975): 322-325.
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Armed Occupation Act in 1842 and the Swamp and Overflow Lands Act of 1850 handled
the sale of over 450,000 acres of public land.45 The town grew steadily during the 1840s
until David Yulee‘s Florida Railroad announced that its route would pass more than ten
miles south of Newnansville, whereupon the citizens of the county voted in 1854 to
relocate the county seat to the new town of Gainesville.46

By 1860, nearly 200

households were listed with an address of Newnansville, but only forty of such
households were described as being in the ―Town of Newnansville.‖ Women headed six
of the households in the town. No women who headed a household in town owned any
slaves or any significant real property; four of those women listed their occupation as
ironer, washer or seamstress.47 The town did feature a Temperance Society and churches
at least one of which had an organized Sunday school, both of which types of
organizations were active in other locations in Florida and which, according to Suzanne
Lebsock, were the types of organizations in which women could exert influence.48
However, in Newnansville, those organizations were founded and dominated by men,
when in 1852, motivated by having ―witnessed more dissipation in the last few weeks
than I ever saw before…drunken brawls are common…‖ native Virginian Jesse Talbot
Bernard organized both a temperance society and a Sunday school.49

45

Hoffman, 299; James W. Covington, ―The Armed Occupation Act of 1842‖ Florida Historical
Quarterly, 40, No. 1 (July 1961): 41-52.
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Yelton, ibid., 329-330.
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1860 Census.
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Lebsock, ibid., 229-230.
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Rebecca Phillips, ―A Diary of Jesse Talbot Bernard: Newnansville and Tallahassee‖ Florida Historical
Quarterly 18 (October 1939): 115-126. Bernard (1829-1909) was a native Virginian who came to Florida
in 1848, married a Newnansville woman in 1850, and practiced law, served as a county judge, was a
member of the Board of Education and served as mayor of Tallahassee. His diary entries from 1847 to
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Gainesville was selected to be the new county seat in 1854 because it was on the
route of David Yulee‘s new cross-Florida railroad. A town sprang up around the newly
erected courthouse and county jail including, by 1860, three hotels and eight or nine retail
establishments.50 The 1860 Census indicated that the town had ninety-one households
with 463 white residents with eight households headed by women. Three women that
headed households were slaveholders. The remaining women heads of household were
women who worked for a living, either as farmers with valuable land, as seamstresses or
as a boarding house operator.
The courthouse and the law were among the earliest developing and most
important institutions in antebellum Alachua County and it is one of the most significant
loci of activity by women in the public sphere of Alachua County. Among its early
actions, the Florida Territorial Council adopted a criminal code that spelled out the
definitions of, and punishments for, the principal offenses against public order and
property, but the enforcement of the code was not well provided for. A system of courts
was established, but no prison system was established in Florida during the antebellum
period. Local jails in the Alachua district were primitive. Bishop Henry Whipple, a
traveler from Minnesota in the mid-1840s noted, ―there is a comical jail in the Alachua
district made of hewn logs with an opening at the top which they drop the prisoner and
thus render his escape impossible from his wolf trap. And it was said that formerly the
judge …was compelled to fasten culprits in rail fences for contempt of court as there was

1857 show a pious man who organized many public activities, founded a newspaper (no copies of which
remain extant) and established a school.
50

Charles H. Hildreth and Merlin G. Cox, History of Gainesville, Florida, 1854-1979 (Gainesville,
Florida: Alachua County Historical Society, 1981), 8-12.
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no other means of punishment.‖51 Bishop Whipple further noted that the inhabitants of
Florida were noted to be ―blacklegs and desperados‖ but that by the time of his writing,
―the law is now better regarded and good citizens are exerting themselves to give
standing and character to the territory‖ although fights and vulgarity were still common at
sessions of court.52 Historians, including Edward Baptist and Peter Bardaglio, have noted
that antebellum southerners valued their independence, and saw the main task of
government to be the preservation of individual autonomy (if only for adult white males),
and the establishment and maintenance of social and political stability. Although it
seems that many matters were handled privately, still, the laws and the courts were
important to maintaining stability and good order, even though lower class whites saw
courts as meting out unequal justice in favor of planters and more wealthy persons.53
Historian James Denham has written about the history of crime and punishment in
antebellum Florida, and concluded that frontier Florida was a society with a number of
violent individuals. Apprehension and conviction of criminals was difficult.54 Session of
Superior Court were held for a couple of weeks each twice annually. It was difficult for
the authorities to make sure that those charged with crimes were either properly detained

51

Henry B. Whipple, Bishop Whipple‟s Southern Diary, 1843-1844, Lester B. Shippee, editor
(Minneapolis: The University of Minnesota Press, 1937), 27.
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Baptist, Creating an Old South: Middle Florida‟s Plantation Frontier before the Civil War (Chapel Hill
and London: The University of North Carolina Press, 2002), 126-9, 228.
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Paradise‖). See Tables 19 and 20 for Denham‘s summary of prosecutions and convictions of crimes in
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for trial or even -appeared before the court. Table 20 shows that the percentages of cases
that resulted in guilty verdicts (29.35% of charges in the county, as opposed to 28.51% in
Florida), not guilty verdicts (15.76% of charges in the county, as opposed to 16.32% in
Florida), and no verdicts (57.89% of charges in the county, as opposed to 56.17% in
Florida), in Alachua County were very similar to the percentages in each category for the
state as a whole.55. Alachua County residents were much more likely to be charged with
crimes against morality or public order (58.70% of all charges) than for the state as a
whole (47.22%). Charges involving morality or public order included adultery and
fornication, ―riot, affray and mayhem‖, selling liquor without a license, gambling, and
carrying arms secretly.56
The records of the Superior Court, the trial court and the basic institution in the
Florida court system, for Alachua County reveal that although most litigants were male,
women were brought before the court on a number of occasions. The Superior Court
minutes do not give a great deal of information about individual cases, but they do reveal
that a few individuals were often involved in matters of which the Superior Court had
jurisdiction, that the leading citizens of the county were often involved in relatively trivial
disputes that were brought into the court system, that few cases came to conclusion, and
that those which did usually resulted in little or no punishment. It would seem that many
of the women so involved were of the lower class and were on the margins of society. At
least eight women were indicted for the crime of fornication and adultery; another six
women were charged with fornication; and three others were charged with adultery—

55
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56

See Table 19 and Table 20.
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generally speaking, the charges against these women were never concluded, so they were
never acquitted or found guilty.57 Several women found that charges could be dismissed
if they married the male who was charged with the same crime at the same time as the
woman was charged. Other women were charged with offenses other than adultery or
fornication. Rosetta Ward was found guilty in 1829 of assault and battery on Sarah Hall.
Elizabeth Brophy was charged, but never convicted, of horse stealing and larceny. Mary
Andrews, along with her husband William, was found not guilty of the crime of retailing
spirituous liquors without a license.
At least two women, Sarah Cason, member of the well-known Alachua County
Cason family, and the less prominent Mary Ann Turner, were named as rape victims in
court proceedings in the county. Sarah Cason‘s case is comparable to that of Cato v.
State (1860), with the obvious difference being that Sarah Cason, Monday's victim, was
of a higher social class than was Cato's target with the result being that Monday, the slave
charged with the rape of Sarah Cason, was found guilty and was hanged. 58 The Cato case
was a notorious case wherein a slave was found not guilty of the rape of a lower class
woman, largely on the failure of the woman to prove that she had resisted vigorously
enough and could not absolutely identify Cato as her attacker. Cato‘s victim's real
problem, though, was twelve local citizens identified her as nothing more than a common
prostitute who had brought on herself whatever Cato had done to her. The other Alachua
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County rape victim, Mary Ann Turner was the victim of a notorious white drunkard,
Joseph Mattair, a man who was often in court both in Alachua and St. Johns Counties.59
Unlike Sarah Cason‘s case, Mary Ann Turner‘s rapist, despite being found guilty, was
simply fined $0.01 plus court costs of $29.37. The discrepancy in punishment could have
been an acknowledgement of Mr. Mattair‘s plea to be a ―poor man‖, even though he
appeared through an attorney, or it could have been due to the court‘s conclusion that
they had no real power to compel Mattair to return to Alachua County since he had
moved away. The discrepancy in treatment also was a result of the penal laws providing
different punishments for slaves and white, but it was also almost certainly due to the
difference in class between the rape victims. Still other women participated in the court
system as witnesses in the 1843 murder trial of Henry Pennington, including women who
had previously been involved as defendants in cases involving fornication or in selling
liquor without a license.
Widows in Alachua County also appeared in court to deal with civil matters,
including obtaining custody of their children and dealing with probate matters involving
their deceased husbands. In 1863, Patience Smith, then in her mid-40s and the proprietor
of a private boarding house in Micanopy, was required to go to court to establish herself
as the legal guardian of the four minor children of her union with Joel Smith who died in
1856. This action was required since Florida law provided that the children of a marriage
were the dependents of the father and his family after his death. The fact that Mrs. Smith
was able to establish her right to be the children‘s guardian and that the children were
seen as being persons with their own interests to be protected and not merely under the
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mastery of their father confirms Peter Bardaglio's argument regarding the slow collapse
of the Southern patriarchal family system.60 In other cases, Alachua County women were
appointed as administrators of their deceased husbands‘ estates or were called on to
defend lawsuits brought against those estates to settle business matters involving their
husbands.61
The sacralization of the landscape of Alachua County proceeded slowly. Prior to
the mid-1840s when the first churches were established in the county, religious life was
informal. Individual persons practiced their faith at home and taught their children, and
women sought to lead others to religious practice and discipline. Rachel Jackson, wife of
General Andrew Jackson, the first governor of the Territory of Florida, in 1821 decried
the looseness of morals and let it be known that the conduct of ―business, public
gambling, fiddling, dancing and boisterous conduct‖ was not appropriate on the Sabbath
and would stop. For a time, at least, she observed that her words were heeded, at least in
public.62 Eliza Clinch, the wife of General Duncan Clinch, plantation owner in the
60
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western part of Alachua County at the outbreak of the Second Seminole War, gathered
her children around, morning and night, and instructed them in prayer and scripture, and
also set an example to others through her personal piety.63 The letters of the Brown
sisters, natives of New England who moved to Florida in the late 1830s upon the death of
their parents, indicate that religious thoughts and expressions were common among
individual persons. Corinna Brown Aldrich, the elder Brown sister, frequently mused
about her religious beliefs, particularly on the topics of illnesses and the death of family
members.64

Ellen Brown Anderson, Corinna‘s younger sister, often expressed her

thoughts about courtship and marriage in the context of religion and spirituality.65
Evangelical Baptist and Methodists, along with a few Presbyterians, were the only
denominations who successfully formed settled churches in antebellum Alachua County.
Given the sparseness of population in the interior of Florida, Baptists and Methodist used
young circuit riding preachers at least up to around 1850 to keep the fires of religion
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burning. In more settled areas of the South, circuit riders had fallen out of favor, and
were not preferred by the Baptists in any case, but they still had their place in Florida. 66
Youth was a prerequisite for circuit riders since Methodist circuits included as many as
fifteen preaching appointments over a 200 mile circuit which could be covered in
approximately three weeks over the rough terrain of central Florida. Preaching stops
including preaching at military installations, homes, post offices, and to slaves and
Indians.67 Baptists from the Alachua Baptist Association continued to send circuit riders
out in the late 1840s even after the first Baptist churches formed in the county, but
Baptists preferred to have churches with settled ministers where possible.68

Camp

meetings were another way that the Gospel was presented in areas where population was
sparse and churches were few. Presbyterian minister Daniel Baker conducted camp
meetings in Middle Florida north of Alachua County in the early 1830s, and the Brown
sisters indicated that they attended at least one camp meeting, probably held in the late
1830s in St. Johns or Duval County just to the east of Alachua County, at which ―they
tried very hard to convert me--but I have too sincere a respect for religion ever to become
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a fanatic.‖69 Camp meetings were viewed with skepticism by men and denominational
hierarchies since camp meetings tended to draw women, appealed to the emotional side
of religion and also drew disreputable and boisterous people and activities to the fringes
of the meetings.70
Camp meetings, revivals, circuit riders and the emergence of evangelical
denominations were associated with the Second Great Awakening in the United States.
All of those activities were involved as American churches sought to position themselves
as voluntary organizations after state supported churches were disestablished after the
American Revolution. In connection with the Second Great Awakening, women became
more visible in the public life of churches and also became leaders of maternal
associations, Sunday schools and other charitable organizations.
outnumbered men as converts and church members.

Further, women

Historians have noted several

reasons why women came to form the numerical majority of churches, particularly
among the evangelical churches that dominated the American landscape. In parts of the
country where women‘s economic roles were being reduced by the growth of the market
economy, the separation of life into public and private spheres, men were in short supply,
and notions of romantic love were making marriage uncertain, conversion may have been
69
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a way for women to shape their lives and identities within a supportive church
community.71 Other historians have noted the contrast in single and married women‘s
status and roles as key to the increased conversion of women to church membership and
participation. Married women in antebellum America had noticeably less freedom and
many more responsibilities than single women, and thereby become church members as a
way of adapting to cultural prescriptions that they submit to both God and the men in
their lives.

This latter rationale is more likely applicable in Florida and Alachua

County.72
The religious experience of antebellum Alachua County seems to fit into the
pattern of religious development noted by many historians.

The Second Great

Awakening affected frontier Florida toward the end of that religious movement, but there
is no evidence of camp meetings or other revival activity in Alachua County. Rather, the
county‘s low population density meant that circuit riders dominated the religious
gatherings, and there were therefore few, if any, opportunities for emotionalism and for
women to speak. Undoubtedly, though, women were participants in gatherings at which
circuit riders spoke. When women did convert and respond to religious stirrings, they
probably did so more as a means of self assertion, as noted by historian Donald Mathews,
rather than out of response to the economic and social changes that were noted by
historian Nancy Cott.73 The success of American churches following the Second Great
Awakening, particularly the evangelical Baptist and Methodist churches that dominated
71
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the Alachua County landscape, following the Second Great Awakening, was
accompanied by few opportunities for women to be active in the public sphere. Thus,
women as preachers or church leaders and voting by women on congregational affairs
were not often seen in post-Second Great Awakening America through the Civil War, but
there were opportunities for women to participate in various church related or inspired
organizations, including maternal organizations, Sunday Schools and other charitable
organizations. However, in the South, outside of urban areas such as Suzanne Lebsock‘s
Petersburg, even those organizations were limited and do not appear to have been strong
in antebellum Alachua County. Rather, women‘s influence in rural churches seems to
have been more private.74
After 1845, circuit riders had largely served their purpose and camp meetings had
fallen out of favor as local churches began to form in Alachua County. By 1850, the
county became home to two Methodist and three Baptist churches, and by 1860, the
number of established congregations more than doubled to six Methodist, four Baptist
and two Presbyterian churches.

The names and congregational composition of the

Methodist and Presbyterian churches are not available, but the records of the annual
meetings of the Alachua Association for the Baptist denomination (the judicatory body
for Baptists east of the St. Johns River and in the area covered by the counties of
Alachua, Putnam, Marion, Columbia and Benton) disclose the names, locations and
numbers of white and slave members of Baptist churches in the Association.

The

Association‘s records list neither the numbers of female members nor the names of
individual members for any of the Baptist churches.
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The minutes of the 1848 second annual meeting of the Alachua Association
indicates that two Baptist churches were in operation in Alachua County in that year.
The larger of the two, Ft. Clark Church, had a total of sixty members, forty-four white
and sixteen black, and was served by Pastor D. Edwards.

The other Alachua

congregation, Mt. Pleasant Church (which may actually be located within what is now
Columbia County), consisted of twelve white and two black members and did not then
have a pastor. Eight years later, the minutes of the 1856 tenth annual session of the
Alachua Baptist Association listed four Baptist congregations within Alachua County as
association members, including churches at Fort Clark (which then had a membership of
forty-six, nineteen of whom were white and the remaining twenty-seven were slaves);
Antioch (which had sixteen white members and no blacks); Newnansville (which
numbered thirteen white members and sixty-five blacks); and Micanopy (which did not
report on its membership). Additionally, the Pleasant Grove Baptist Church, now known
as the First Baptist Church of Hawthorne, was very close to the present day eastern
boundary of Alachua County.75
The efforts of early circuit riders produced two Methodist churches by 1850, a
number that grew to six churches by 1860. The ―accommodations‖ of the Alachua
County Methodist churches grew from 260 in 1850 to 1,600 by 1860, a considerable
number given the population of the county.76

Census information states that no
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Presbyterian churches existed in the county in 1850, but two Presbyterian churches
having ―accommodations‖ for 900 members were in existence in Alachua County by
1860. Presbyterians were unlike early Baptists and Methodists in that they disdained
―itinerant preachers‖, relying instead on slower growth through more settled ministries.77
The first Episcopal congregation was not formed until people started meeting in homes in
Gainesville in 1860, but Episcopal clergymen made pastoral visits to plantations in
Alachua County.78 Despite the efforts of Moses Levy to found a Jewish settlement on the
early frontier of Alachua County, few if any Jews found their way to Alachua County and
no synagogues were listed in any antebellum census related to Alachua County.

The

number of members in the local churches may seem small in comparison to the overall
population of the county, but it is likely that, even on the frontier, the influence of the
churches was disproportionate to the number of members. Erskine Clarke noted that the
persons who attended services and were participants in the churches tended to be much
larger than the number of actual members.79
Given that the Alachua County area was largely vacant in the early 1820s, and
that the residents who moved to the county prior to 1860 were primarily from
neighboring southeastern states which were dominated by evangelical churches, it is not
unusual that evangelical churches constituted the entirety of organized religion in the
county. By the time that the growth and development of Alachua County started in
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earnest in the late 1840s and early 1850s, evangelical churches were dominant in
Southern society.

The process by which evangelical churches changed from being

dominated by Southern yeoman farmers and persons of lower classes to becoming the
dominant churches in all of Southern society are described by several recent historians.
Edward Baptist‘s significant study of Florida‘s antebellum social and cultural
history, Creating an Old South, describes how the power of planters in early antebellum
Middle Florida came to be shared with ―countrymen‖ as events of the 1830s and 1840s
led to planters having to acknowledge, court, and share power with rougher and less
wealthy white male citizens.80 In such a setting, planters became accommodated to the
evangelical churches favored by countrymen and women had influential, albeit behind
the scenes, roles in maintaining the community that was so important to those churches—
they were the ―glue of society.‖81 Christine Leigh Heyrman describes how evangelical
churches accommodated themselves and their message increasingly to white men and to
the dominant southern ways of thinking by emphasizing the hierarchy of the home, with
men at the top of the hierarchy and women being submissive to men, and of the economy,
with slavery being seen as approved by the church.82 Stephanie McCurry shows how the
political upheaval of the Nullification Crisis, together with powerful religious revivals
that occurred concurrently therewith in the early 1830s, transformed the evangelical
churches into a faith embraced by all classes of society, and by both sexes and races, in
low-country South Carolina.
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Although evangelicals still proclaimed equality of all persons (at least in a
spiritual sense) and therefore appealed to those on the margins of society (such as slaves,
women, and the poorer classes of folk), white adult men and the economic elites also
were attracted to evangelical churches because, in fact, males dominated the churches. 83
The churches prepared women for lives as wives and mothers who were to be submissive
to their master -- their husbands. McCurry notes that even though women played a role
in raising funds for benevolence, primarily for the benefit of poor widows and orphans,
they had no real public role because men ultimately decided what activities were
permissible for women to engage and how funds raised by those activities would be
allocated and spent. Nevertheless, women ―flocked to the churches‖ and formed a
disproportionately large majority of most congregations because women found ―hope,
self-respect, a means of self assertion, and a model of female excellence that made the
submission of self the apotheosis of womanhood.‖84 By the time that organized religion
developed in Alachua County, the triumph of evangelical denominations in other
Southern states had largely occurred and the distribution of power within those churches
largely followed the patterns set elsewhere at the time.
By the time that Alachua County churches were being established, Baptists and
Methodists had largely completed their accommodation to the dominant southern
plantation and slave-based culture. The southern and northern governing bodies of both
of those evangelical denominations had split over the issue of slavery in the mid-1840s.
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The Presbyterian Church followed suit and split over slavery in 1861. Generally, by the
last fifteen or so years prior to the onset of the Civil War, the evangelical churches
followed the southern culture in seeking to uphold family and other hierarchies and in
regulating women. Unlike the days of camp meetings, women were expected to not
preach, exhort, or show emotion in religious matters.

Women were generally not

permitted to vote on church matters. Women‘s dress and conduct was the subject of
church regulation and discipline. However, women were permitted to teach children in
Sunday Schools, to be organized into and participate in benevolent societies, and to bring
together evangelical communities by being the ―glue of the yeomen community‖ through
participation in churches and their caring for those ill or in childbirth.85 Baptist notes that
countrywomen, particularly as they grew older, had increased ability to speak out in
churches and could travel without protection more freely than married women and thus
could engage in community building more readily than could younger women or married
women.
The records of Pleasant Grove Baptist Church, now the First Baptist Church of
Hawthorne, provide a window into the inner life of an early Baptist congregation. The
church was founded in 1854 in the southeasterly most area of the county by twenty-three
founders, most of whom were married couples although two women founders did not
have last names that were the same as any other founder. Most of the founding members
continued to live near each other by 1860 according to the census of that year. The
founding members were small landowners and, in some cases, the owner of a few slaves.
None was considered a planter. The records of the church appear to be missing several
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meeting transcripts, with the result being that several persons who were disciplined by the
church were not listed as having ever been admitted to membership, but based on the
records that do survive, it seems that, prior to 1860, those persons who were either
founding members or persons received by transfer of letter or who were admitted as
members of the congregation based on ―experience‖, consisted of a slight majority of
women.86
The record books of Pleasant Grove Church reveal that the church met in
conference each month for the purpose of opening the door of the church to new
members and for considering such business as might come before the body. The church
voted to ―extend the right hand of fellowship‖ to a number of free settlers. Although the
Baptist churches in America had split in 1845 over the issue of slavery, Pleasant Grove
Church, beginning in 1856, admitted at least twelve slaves (identified, for example, as
―Herrey, servant of Wm. Perry‖), thus entitling each such person to enjoy certain benefits
of membership in Pleasant Grove Church.87 The other business of the conference usually
consisted of ―waiting on‖, or investigating, members who had been reported for
disorderly conduct and either forgiving such wayward persons and restoring them to
86
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fellowship or excluding or excommunicating them if they failed to repent. The disorderly
conduct typically reported consisted of fighting, intoxication, selling intoxicating
beverages, or using profane language. Fourteen of the fifty eight male members of the
congregation were ―reported‖ for misconduct, including two repeat offenders, with six of
those men ultimately excluded or excommunicated from fellowship. No women were
reported for any sexual or other moral misconduct from the church‘s establishment to the
beginning of the Civil War, but one woman, Sister Mary Higginbotham, was
―excommunicated for change of profession inconsistent with this church.‖

Mary

Higginbotham was, most likely, the 26-year old wife of a young, farmer, Aaron
Higginbotham and, most likely, had changed to a different style Baptist church or even a
Methodist church.
It is striking that the only members of the church to be hailed before the church‘s
conference were men. This may indicate that the men were less moral than the women, or
perhaps that the church was not willing to bring charges against persons for reasons other
than outward, relatively easy to detect and prove, matters of conduct. This is probably
consistent with the record of Alachua County criminal charges which disproportionately
involved crimes against public morality and order.88 The church did not see fit, in other
words, to charge its members for matters such as gossip, a common matter for church
discipline in other settings which might involve women, or sharp business practices,
which would be likely to be committed by men. Therefore, it may have been that the
theology of the congregation was formed through the behind the scenes efforts of women.
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It also seems notable that the records of the church indicate that virtually none of
the members of the church, founded in 1853, appeared in the Alachua County census for
1850 or 1860. The congregation was made up, therefore, of persons who moved to the
county in the early to mid-1850s, and who thereafter moved away from the county prior
to 1860. These evangelical church members were people who were moving around. The
1860 Census indicates that those who were still resident in the county by 1860 were not
among the county‘s most well to do persons. Despite the level of mobility implied by the
rolls of Pleasant Grove Church, it is notable that people in the vicinity of the church, once
it had been established, sought the community and fellowship that the church likely
afforded. Life on the frontier was isolated and isolating, and those who joined the church
knew that even if family members lived nearby, another community could help provide
needed community. The notorious murder case of O‘Connor v. State (1860) involved the
brutal murder of Bridget O‘Connor by her husband, James, in a Florida county somewhat
north of Alachua County.89 The case report indicates that it was apparent to at least four
women unrelated to the O‘Connors that Bridget was being severely beaten by her
husband because they testified at trial that they had seen her dragged outside and beaten
over the course of several hours and had heard screams coming the interior of the
O‘Connor cabin, but that none of them had seen fit to do anything to assist Bridget. The
Supreme Court judge who rendered his opinion confirming the death sentence for James
O‘Connor had nothing critical to say about the lack of involvement of the four witnesses
to the crime. Clearly, life on the frontier could be dangerous for women, and the lack of
family of other institutions could make it harder for women to survive and thrive.
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The records of the Alachua Baptist Association indicate that the churches were
concerned not only about moral issues, but also about the education of young people.
The Association and its churches also dealt with various doctrinal issues, including
whether Baptists should send out missionaries or not and whether churches could receive,
without baptism, persons who had been immersed in Pedo-Baptist Churches (such as,
presumably, Methodist, Presbyterian and Episcopal churches) and allow Pedo-Baptists to
share communion with regular Baptists.90 The extant records of Pleasant Grove Church
do not indicate that the church ever considered its position or reaction to any political,
economic or other event that occurred outside the walls of the church; the secession of
Florida from the Union and the coming of the Civil War passed unnoticed in the official
records of Pleasant Grove Church. Further, the records do not describe the activities, if
any, of the women of the church or any other voluntary groups, so we can only guess that
Pleasant Grove Church was similar to other congregations, with the women of the church
holding the community together through prayer, providing food, participation in worship,
and coordinating and participating in social activities among church members.91
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There is little reason to think that Alachua County was greatly different than other
parts of Florida in terms of institutional development or opportunities for women to be
influential in the public sphere.

One possible exception is that St. Augustine and

Pensacola were urban areas that had both been established from Spanish times well
before 1821; both had more diverse populations than Alachua County, and it is therefore
possible that women had some more opportunities for influence and autonomy. Women
certainly had their opinions about political matters, and may have influenced the men in
their lives with their arguments, but they did not directly participate in political life.92
Schools began to develop in Alachua County in the 1850s, and the Board of County
Commissioners adopted its first formal ―poor relief‖ effort in 1859 by agreeing to pay for
the education of poor orphans; prior to that, the County Commissioners used their meager
revenues for road construction and repair, to make limited reimbursements to the county
sheriff, and to construct a courthouse and jail.93 Organizations existed in which women
may have had some influence, such as various temperance societies, but historians of the

Jacksonville Genealogical Society, 1976), and Edward Browning. The Early History of Concord
Missionary Baptist Church in Madison County, Florida (near Lovett), 1841-1868 (Self published;
manuscript in Jacksonville Public Library Florida Collection at F286.175985 B885e, 1946).
92

The Brown sisters‘ correspondence is replete with political commentary by the Brown sisters, including
the conduct of wars, including both the Second Seminole War in Florida and the War with Mexico, and
including Florida‘s statehood and national politics. For example, Corinna Aldrich, St. Augustine, Florida,
to Mannevillette Brown, Paris, France, May 19, 2845 (expressing regret that Florida seemed to becoming a
loco foco state, ad discussing her expressions to her husband that he not run for state office in connection
with Florida‘s first state elections because of the sorry state of politics, in which ―no man‘s character is safe
in such times. Lying is the order of the day….‖, Denham and Huneycutt, ed., ibid., 196-198.
93

Board of County Commissioners for Alachua County, Florida. Commission Minutes Book 1 for
February 7, 1859, page 97 and December 12, 1859, page 107.
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Florida antebellum period do not indicate that women were influential in the ways that
Suzanne Lebsock found applicable in Petersburg.94
Antebellum Alachua County was an agricultural society that saw many barriers to
growth fall away by the early 1850s, but institutions were still relatively undeveloped by
1860. Alachua County and Florida courts were important, but still poorly developed. A
local jail was built toward the end of the period, but no state penitentiary system was in
place, so punishment for crimes was spotty.

Urbanization and the commercial

infrastructure and movement toward a market economy as occurred in Petersburg,
Virginia and Utica, New York that could engender changes in patriarchal society and
household structures had not occurred in Alachua County by 1860.

Therefore, the

opportunities for women to have influence or exercise autonomy in the public sphere in
antebellum Alachua County were virtually nonexistent. Rapid growth in the 1850s
brought about some institutional development, but that did no translate to afford women
of the county access to the public sphere, except for possibly those few exceptional

94

Jerrell H. Shofner, History of Jefferson County (Tallahassee: Sentry Press, 1976), 188-225. Shofner‘s
work on Jefferson County is as thorough a county history as exists on a Florida county for the antebellum
period. He refers to the activities of various women s participants in a temperance parade, 192; as
participants in Fourth of July, May Day and Mexican War parades, picnics and barbecues, 193; as
recipients of relief to persons in distress on an ad hoc basis, 196-7; as students at Jefferson Academy, 205;
and as litigants in two lawsuits involving a mortgage foreclosure and a railroad condemnation, 213 and
225. Eloise Robinson Ott and Louis Hickman Chazal, Ocali Country: Kingdom of the Sun, A History of
Marion County, Florida (Ocala, Florida: Marion Publishers, Inc., 1966). This history of Marion County,
adjacent to and immediately south of Alachua County, refers to antebellum women only in connection with
the efforts of two planter women to establish their first church in Marion County in 1857, 68. Edward
Keuchel, A History of Columbia County, Florida (Tallahassee, Florida: Sentry Press, Inc., 1981).
Columbia County is northerly of Alachua County. Keuchel refers to Charles Lanham‘s 1854 description
of the county seat, Lake City, formerly known as Alligator, as ―a collection of log cabins occupying a
cheerless sandy clearing in the midst of pine woods. Its leading citizens are intelligent and respectable, but
it harbors a set of taverns and grocery keepers who are a disgrace to Florida…‖, 74. The only woman
referenced from antebellum times is Mrs. Ross who was the leader in getting the name of the county seat
changed to Lake City because she was embarrassed that her daughter who was going off to a larger town
for education would be teased about her home town‘s name. Bertram H. Groene, Ante-Bellum Tallahassee
(Tallahassee, Florida: Florida Heritage Foundation, 1981).
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women who were among the leading land and slave owners in the county. In such a
place and at the time in question, women‘s agency had to continue to be exercised in
private, within households.
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Chapter 2: Population and Households in Alachua County

Widowhood was not the most comfortable situation for a woman to find herself
in, and most widows in Alachua County had few resources and struggled to survive and
thrive on the Florida frontier. Some widows do seem to have had adequate assets to
manage, and some even rose to the top of the planter class in the county by the end of the
antebellum period, though these successful women were in the distinct minority of
women heads of household in the county. U.S. Census information and other court
records available in Alachua County reveal the changes and struggles of households of
widows over the antebellum period. Alachua County was a place where men dominated
society, and we have already seen that the county‘s towns and institutional infrastructure
were relatively weak and late developing so that women had little opportunity for
influence in the public sphere. Still, every household had to make its best effort to
provide the necessities of life and to succeed to the greatest extent possible in the material
realm. Even in areas of the nation more settled than Florida, including the northeastern
United States where urbanization and the market economy were transforming family life
and gender relationships in addition to the economy, women‘s influence was most
dominant in the household, not usually as the heads of homes but through the exertion of
influence and moral suasion within the household.
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Women‘s access to economic

resources and political power was severely restricted throughout the nation.1

The

experiences of the women of Alachua County certainly reflect this national pattern for
women.
The structure of households headed by women reflects the judgments on how best
they might survive and thrive under the limitations imposed on them by society. We
have seen that Alachua County itself struggled until the late 1840s and then the
population grew significantly and the economy blossomed as the plantation cotton
economy became strongly established in the county. It is interesting that households
headed by women grew to nearly ten percent of the total number of households in the
county. By 1860, woman-headed households were different in important respects from
those headed by men, and these differences help explain how woman-headed households
survived and even became more prevalent in the county.2
From the time of the formation of Alachua County through the early 1850s, the
Population Grow th: Alachua County, 1830-1860
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1

Basch, In the eyes of the Law, 70-161; Ryan, Cradle of the Middle Class, 186-242; Elizabeth R. Varon,
We Mean to be Counted: White Women and Politics in Antebellum Virginia (Chapel Hill, North Carolina
and London: The University of North Carolina Press, 1998).
2

Although exact population numbers for the geographical area now comprising Alachua County can not be
determined because the County, which initially included lands stretching from the Georgia border south to
Monroe County, shrank in area significantly from 1824 until 1860 and also because the exact location
where individuals lived is hard to determine for all of the locations listed in the census materials for the
period prior to 1860, it seems clear that total population increased significantly. Some issues relating to
problems in the preparation of the pre-1860 censuses are referenced in Roland M. Harper, ―Ante-Bellum
Census Enumerations in Florida,‖ Florida Historical Quarterly 6 no. 1 (July 1927): 42-52.
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thereafter until 1860. The population of white persons nearly doubled from 1830 until
1840, but that number is deceiving since many of the 1840 residents were ―resident‖ in
the sense that they were billeted in one of several U.S. Army forts located in the county
during the Second Seminole War. Early in the conflict with the Seminoles, virtually all
settlements and farms south of Newnansville were abandoned because of fears of Indian
attacks.3 During the 1840s, the white population of the county actually declined as the
U.S. Army no longer maintained significant forces in the county, and as the county
recovered from the effects of the Second Seminole War and the poor economy of the
1840s, but the population did spread out into lands south of Newnansville. The 1850s, a
decade of general prosperity in Florida as well as in the South overall, at least until the
panic of 1857, saw white population in Alachua County increase by over 230% from
1,617 to 3,767 settlers. The number of slaves living in the county gradually increased
until 1850, when planters desiring to grow cotton moved into the area with large numbers
of slaves. During the 1850s, the slave population of the county increased by nearly
500%, from 906 to 4,456 enslaved persons.

Consequently, the percentage of free

population to overall population dropped dramatically in Alachua County. During the
territorial period, the county was approximately three-fourths white, and was still sixtyfour percent white by 1850, but in 1860, whites declined to constitute only forty-five
percent of overall population. The rates of increase for the county during the 1850s for
both white population and slave population far outstripped the rate for Florida as a whole,

3

See, for example, Widow Robbins, ibid., and Letter of Corinna Aldrich to Mannevillette Brown, from
Newnansville, Florida of March 22, 1840, Denham and Huneycutt, editors, “A Rogue‟s Paradise”, ibid.,
110 ff.
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since the state‘s white population increased by only 164% while the slave population
increased by 157%.4 Compared to other Southern counties, Alachua County was more
racially balanced than many coastal counties on the Atlantic seaboard and in plantation
districts on the southwestern frontier, particularly where the plantation district counties
had been settled for a longer period of time than Alachua County.5 Although the slave
population grew rapidly, there were almost no free blacks in Alachua County, due to its
late settlement and to Florida laws that largely prohibited free blacks from residing in
Florida. Only eight free blacks were reported in Alachua County by the 1860 Census.6
One of the indicia of Alachua County‘s continuing frontier status as of 1860 was
the percentage of white females to total white population. Census figures for the period
between 1800 and 1860 indicate that the overall American free population tended to be
more male than female. During that period, the only Southern state that ever had a
majority female free population was North Carolina in 1830, 1840 and 1850, but by
1860, even North Carolina had a minority female free population.

In the Atlantic

seaboard states of the South, the percentage of white women to total white population
declined during the 1850s as white settlement moved toward relatively unsettled lands,
often in the southwest. The late settled states of Florida, Louisiana, Arkansas and Texas
4

1830 Census, 1840 Census, 1850 Census and 1860 Census. The information summarized in the foregoing
paragraph is set forth in Table 8.
5

See Table 6A which contains selected population statistics, including white/slave percentage of
populations for counties that have been the focus of location study monographs or articles referenced in the
Bibliography.
6

Some free blacks continued to reside in older settled parts of Florida and even to thrive economically, but
newer settled areas such as Alachua County had virtually no free black population, with only 8 such
persons counted in the 1860 Census. One motivation for the United States desire to take over Florida from
Spain was that Spanish policy toward slaves was relatively liberal, and Florida was noted as a haven for
escaping slaves. Rivers, ibid., and Daniel L. Schafer, Anna Madgigene Jai Kingsley: African Princess,
Florida Slave, Plantation Owner (Gainesville, Florida: University Press of Florida, 2003).
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had the smallest percentages of white females to total white population during the preCivil War period, but in each of those states, the percentage of white females to total
white population rose as the state became more settled. In Alachua County, the ratio of
white males to white females rose from almost 2:1 in 1830 to 3:1 in 1840, but this
imbalance seems due more to the war conditions prevalent in the county in 1840 than to
the county‘s frontier status. The white female to white total population in Florida rose
from 40.98% in 1840, when the Second Seminole War was still being contested, to
46.54% in 1860, the lowest percentage in any Southern state except the rapidly settling
state of Texas. 7 Within Florida, the highest percentages of white females to overall white
population was found in the older settled areas of Middle Florida and in St. Johns
County, the oldest settled area in East Florida.

Alachua County had its highest

percentage of white females to overall white population in 1830, but many females left

7

Table 2 below is derived from information available at the web site maintained by the Fisher Library at
the University of Virginia located at http://fisher.lib.virginia.edu/collections/stats/histcensus/ and by the
United States Census Bureau at its website located at
http://www.census.gov/prod/www/abs/decennial/index.htm .
TABLE 2: Percentage of white females to total white population in Southern States.
1830
1840
1850
North Carolina
50.10
50.49
50.63
South Carolina
49.36
49.63
49.83
Virginia
49.89
49.89
49.56

1860
47.81
48.17
46.90

Georgia
Alabama
Mississippi
Tennessee
Florida
Alachua County

48.35
47.04
45.39
48.66
Na
Na

48.36
47.29
45.69
49.20
41.11
25.01

48.96
48.54
47.15
49.50
45.54
45.08

48.81
48.66
47.37
48.86
46.54
46.22

Arkansas
Texas
Louisiana

44.70
Na
44.29

45.30
na
43.36

47.05
44.90
44.72

47.10
45.69
46.95
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the county while the Second Seminole War was fought, only to gradually return during
the later 1840s and 1850s, as indicated by the following table:
TABLE 1: Percentage of white females to total white population as reported in U.S.
Censuses8
1830
1840
1850
1860
Florida
n/a
40.98
45.54
47.1
Alachua County
43.01
25.01
45.08
46.00

The fact that the ratio of white women to white men was relatively low is partly a
function of the frontier status of the county. Despite the surplus of men to women in the
county, many of the single men were either recently arrived young merchants or were
farm laborers who were not attractive matches for the widows of the county. In fact, had
there been more employment opportunities, as occurred in Orange County, North
Carolina, the rate of woman-headed households could easily have been higher since
women could have better supported themselves.9
Antebellum Southerners were highly mobile. Joan Cashin‘s A Family Venture
describes how the younger sons of planter families and others who sought opportunity in
less settled areas moved to Southern frontiers.10 Such moves to the frontier were often
family ventures involving sons of planters, who sought to make their fortunes away from
the interference of their fathers, and the wives of venturers, who often despaired at
making such moves and who sought to preserve or establish kinship networks. Moves to

8

1830 Census, 1840 Census, 1850 Census and 1860 Census.

9

Bynum, Unruly Women: The Politics of Social and Sexual Control in the Old South (Chapel Hill, North
Carolina and London: The University of North Carolina Press, 1992), 31-33.
10

Cashin, A Family Venture.
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the frontier often involved kinship groups.11 Among the demographic consequences of
the migration to southwestern frontiers described by Cashin was that complex family
structures common on the Atlantic seaboard states increasingly were replaced by nuclear
families on the frontier.12 Although Cashin did not discuss Florida as part of the frontier,
the households of Alachua County developed much as described by Cashin. Among
female-headed households, eleven of twenty-four (45.8%) households in Alachua County
headed by females referred to in the 1850 Census included persons whose surnames were
different than the surname of the woman who was listed as head of household, but by
1860, only twenty of seventy-three (27.4%) of households headed by females included
persons who were clearly of different generations, or had different surnames, than the
female head of household. In both 1850 and 1860, most of the complexity in Alachua
County female headed households stemmed from the need of such women to have
persons who could either work on their farms or who could pay for room and board. In
some cases, complexity stemmed from the head of household taking in a daughter who
had her own children and no husband or the children of other relatives. In most such
families, though, the household of which the female was head included young children of
the same surname as the head, or no children.13
11

Billingsley, Communities of Kinship, ibid. The movement of a group of Haile family members from
midstate South Carolina to Alachua County, discussed infra, is an example of the kinship group movement
described by Billingsley.
12

Cashin, ibid., 78-81. Cashin defines nuclear families as including one adult male and one adult female
of marriageable age, or a couple with at least one child. Complex families were those that included ‗extra
adults‘ beyond the parents in the household. Cashin defined as ‗ambiguous‘ those that included persons
whose age categories made it impossible to determine whether they belonged to the generation of parents
or children. Ibid., at 122.
13

See Tables 22 and 23, both derived from the 1850 Census (Table 22) or the 1860 Census (Table 23). To
make the categories be equivalent to those used by Cashin, I have deleted the requirement for a spouse in
the categories used by Cashin when assessing female headed households.
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Although Cashin was primarily concerned with planter families, there is no reason
to think that less well-to-do families were greatly different.

For example, the

correspondence of the Brown sisters certainly indicates that both Corinna and Ellen
traveled extensively as their husbands moved from place to place.14 The facts recited in
the Florida Supreme Court decision in Abernathy v. Abernathy (1858) show the mobility
of one Middle Florida family, as the young couple there moved from Alabama to Florida,
and then to Louisiana, Texas, and back to Florida, all in the space of only three years. 15
The Priest family of antebellum northeast Florida was a livestock owning, non-planter
farm family that moved often, albeit within the northeast Florida area, to open areas.
Their strategy was to move their livestock to open lands, and then to sell land for profit
once they became hemmed in by farmers. They moved to different locations in the
present day counties of Duval, Alachua, Marion, and Putnam, all the while living close
by to other members of the family and maintaining their kinship network. 16

The

membership rolls of the Pleasant Grove Baptist Church in eastern Alachua County
indicate the mobility of the small farmers in the South, as virtually none of the persons
who became members of that church in the mid-1850s were counted in Alachua County
in the 1860 Census.17
14

Denham and Huneycutt, editors, ibid. Corinna, the elder of the Brown sisters, moved with her husband
between Newnansville, St. Augustine, Macon, Georgia, Pensacola, Key West and New York. She did not
accompany him on his trip to California during the Gold Rush in 1850. Ellen married Lt. James
Willoughby whom she met while he was serving in the U.S. Army in the Second Seminole War; he was
usually stationed at one of several forts in Florida and then was killed in action during the Mexican War in
1847. After his death, Ellen mostly lived with her sister Corinna or other family members.
15

Abernathy v. Abernathy, 8 Fla. 243, 1858 WL 1889 (Fla. 1858). Discussed in the following chapter.

16

Jim Vearil, ―Economic Strategies of an East Florida Farm Family, 1820-1865‖, (Craft of the Historian
paper, University of North Florida, 2004).
17

Record Books, Pleasant Grove Baptist Church (see Table 24), and 1860 Census.
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The reasons why settlers moved to Alachua County are varied and help to explain
the manner in which the county grew which, in turn, helps explain why some womanheaded households prospered and why they persisted in relatively high numbers.
Economic historian Donald Schaefer considered the issues of why households migrated
and what determined their choice of destination.18 His sample of migrants for many
locations in the South as measured by the 1850 and 1860 censuses indicated that, during
the 1850s, non-slaveowning farmers tended to move to locations where the proportion of
whites to blacks was relatively high, and where they perceived they had the best chance
of economic gain. Finally, distance from place of origin to place of destination was a
factor in choice of destination as was the degree of development in the place of
destination.19 Historian Everett Caudle focused on Alachua County during the same
period and noted that the county‘s population, both free and slave, grew in the 1850s,
partly due to ―pull‖ factors such as the discovery that economically profitable long-staple,
Sea Island cotton grew well in the county and the stability brought about by the cessation
of hostilities after the Second Seminole War. Caudle also notes that the county was a
destination by reason of ―push‖ factors such as soil exhaustion in counties in south
Georgia and low-country South Carolina, two of the areas from which many of Alachua
County‘s in-migrants came.20 Schaefer‘s thesis that white yeomen farmers were drawn to

18

Donald E. Schaefer, ―Locational Choice in the Antebellum South,‖ The Journal of Economic History 49,
No. 1 (March 1989): 145-165.
19

Ibid., 163.

20

Caudle, ibid., 428-440. Caudle notes that an earlier ―wave of emigration‖ to the frontier of the South,
including Alachua County, came from those who grazed their livestock on open domain, with the second
wave being the influx of farmers and planters who were drawn by available, unexhausted land on which to
grow cotton. In Alachua County, the second wave occurred during the 1850s, during which time livestock
production remained strong.
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locations where slaves were not numerous is not borne out by the experience of Alachua
County in the 1850s, if Alachua County is considered as a whole. In Alachua County
during the 1850s, the number of white farmer headed households who owned no slaves
increased from 137 (61.99% of 1850 households) in 1850 to 355 (62.83% of 1860
households) in 1860, while at the same time planters owning twenty or more slaves
increased from 11 households (4.97% of 1850 households) in 1850 to 57 households
(10.09% of 1860 households) in 1860.

Among non-farmer headed households, the

increase in number of heads of household who owned no slaves was even more dramatic,
as the number of such households increased from 34 (64.15% of 1850 households) to 158
(79.80% of 1860 households) in 1860. When the county is broken into its various
communities, Schaefer‘s thesis may be defensible, since planters tended to cluster in
certain areas of the county and non-slave holding farmers tended to be located in other
areas of the county, presumably based on soil conditions and availability of land. The
other conclusions of Schaefer seem to be appropriate for the Alachua County experience
as most in-migrants to the county during the 1850s came from the nearby states of either
Georgia or South Carolina, and since the number of acres under cultivation and the size
of farms in the county grew rapidly.21
The census data for Alachua County indicates that widows were relatively more
likely to remain in a place where either they were succeeding economically or had
kinship networks in place to assist them by providing financial and emotional support.
The data also indicate that women who were older and whose children were grown or
able to work were more likely to stay in the county, and it may also be true that women

21

See Table 9.
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who were at the bottom in terms of resources were more likely to remain in the county
since it was relatively harder for them to leave. The 1850 and 1860 Censuses describe
the state of birth of each person and show how few Alachua County women were born in
Florida. Of course, the mere fact that a person was resident in Alachua County in 1860
does not indicate how long that person was resident in the county or whether, even if they
were natives of Florida, they had previously moved within or without Florida. For
example, 12.5% of the twenty-four Alachua County women who were listed as heads of
household in the 1850 Census were born in Florida, with those women who were not
native to Florida hailing either from Georgia (54.17%), South Carolina (25%) or North
Carolina (8.33%). By 1860, only 10.48% of all heads of household in the county had
been born in Florida, but nearly twice as many (20.55%) of the seventy-three female
heads of household in the county were Florida natives. In 1860, over two-thirds of all
heads of households then resident in the county had been born in either Georgia (33.81%)
or South Carolina (35.12%), with the remaining 20.58% of all heads of households
having been born in a variety of other states and countries. In 1860, the other female
heads of household were born either in Georgia (35.62%), South Carolina (30.14%),
North Carolina (9.59%), Virginia (2.74%) or England (1.37%). Thus, mobility was high
generally, although female heads of households were twice as likely to have been born in
Florida as male heads of household.22
The extent to which children and other persons resident within a particular
household were born in one or more states is an additional measure of the mobility and

22

1850 Census and 1860 Census.
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persistence of whites within the South. Of the 473 households in Alachua County in
1860 in which resided two or more children or persons other than the head of household
and spouse, 290, or 61.31%, of all such households had children which were born in the
same state, and the remaining 183 households, or 38.69%, had children which were born
in different states. Of course, merely because all of the children were born in the same
state does not mean that such households were not mobile since the children of some of
those households were born other than in Florida, and others may have been born in
different locations within the same state of nativity. Heads of household in 1860 who
owned real property were more likely to have all children born in the same state than
those who were not real property owners by a percentage of 63.47% (205 to 118) to
56.67% (85 to 65). Female heads of household were more likely than all heads of
household to have had all their children born in the same state, as 75.67% (28 of 37) of
female heads of households had all children then residing with them born in the same
state. Female heads of household who were real property owners (82.35%, or 14 of 17)
were even more likely than female heads of household who were not real property
owners (70.00%, or 14 of 20) to have had all their children born in the same state.23
The persistence of population, or the degree to which heads of household
remained in a county from one census to the next, is an additional indicator of the
mobility of Southerners during the pre-Civil War period.

Historian Randolph B.

Campbell, in a study of Harrison County, Texas for the period from 1850-1880,
suggested that the persons who were more likely to continue or persist in residence in a
location over time tended to be men who were more wealthy than average, owned more

23

1850 Census and 1860 Census.
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land, and had more sons.24 The information in Table 3A below confirms Campbell‘s
findings are applicable to Alachua County.
TABLE 3A: Persistence of head of household for Alachua County as indicated by U.S.
Censuses for 1830, 1840, 1850 and 1860 and Florida Census of 184525
Period in question

18301840

18301845

18301850

18401845

18451850

18401850

18501860

Persistent heads of
household at end/
beginning of period
% of head of
household persistence

21 of
161

15 of
161

11 of
161

25 of
170

96 of
244

17 of
170

89 of
274

13.04% 9.32% 6.83% 14.71%

39.34% 10.0%

32.48%

Rates of persistence in Alachua County were relatively low during the turbulent times
from the establishment of the county through the Second Seminole War, and improved to
rates similar to what Campbell found for the period from 1845 to 1850 and then during
the decade of the 1850s.

Table 3B below shows additional information regarding

persistence during the period from 1850 to 1860 as revealed by the 1860 Census.

24

Randolph B. Campbell, ―Population Persistence and Social Change in Nineteenth-Century Texas:
Harrison County, 1850-1880,‖ The Journal of Southern History 48 (May 1982): 185-204.
25

1830 Census, 1840 Census, 1850 Census; Florida Census for 1845.
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TABLE 3B: Factors relating to Persistence from 1850 to 186026

Male
% of
males
Female
% of
females

Persistence:
persons
who were
heads of
household
in both
1850 and
1860

Persistence:
persons who
were resident
in County in
1850 and
head of
household in
1860

Landowners
in 1860*

Slaveholding:
Owned NO
slaves in both
1850 and
1860*

Slaveholding:
Increased
number of
slaves owned
from 1850 to
1860 *

Slaveholding:
Decreased
number of
slaves owned
from 1850 to
1860*

83 of 249
33.33%

164 of 672
24.4%

121 of 164
73.78%

100 of 164
60.98%

55 of 164
33.54%

9 of 164
5.49%

6 of 25
24.0%

25 of 73 of
34.25%

14 of 25
56.0%

15 of 25
60.0%

10 of 25
40.0%

0 of 25
0%

*Calculated based on the number of persons, male or female as applicable, who were resident in
Alachua County in 1850, whether or not a head of household in 1850, and who were heads of
household in Alachua County in 1860.

During the decade of the 1850s, as the county was growing rapidly, rates of persistence
were similar to those found by Campbell for the same period in the cotton plantation
based economy of Harrison County, Texas. Although female heads of household had a
lower rate of persistence than male household heads, the reverse is true where the
measure is based on males and females who were resident in the county in 1850 and who
thereafter in 1860 were designated heads of household by the 1860 Census. Although
women who persisted from being county residents in 1850 to heads of household in 1860
were less likely to own land in 1860 than were similarly situated males, women had
similar rates of slave ownership. Additionally, the manuscript Census records show that
those women who were among the twenty five female 1850 residents who were heads of
household in 1860 also frequently had kinship networks to help support them.27 This can
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1850 Census and 1860 Census.

27

1850 Census and 1860 Census. See also, William L. Barney, ―Towards the Civil War: The Dynamics of
Change in a Black Belt County‖ in Class, Conflict, and Consensus: Antebellum Southern Community
Studies edited by Orville Vernon Burton and Robert C. McMath, Jr. (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press,
1982), 146-171. Barney describes change in Dallas County, Alabama, a cotton economy area that
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be seen from a few typical examples. Sarah Perry, 60 years old in 1860, lived in the
Waldo area in eastern Alachua County. Her husband died in the mid-1850s and she
became embroiled in at least two lawsuits due to business complications of her husband.
Nevertheless, by 1860, she still owned land valued at $3,000, and also owned 6 slaves. It
is likely that the presence of at least four sons (A.H., age 30, William, age 33, Copeland,
age 28 and Richard, age 24, all of whom were married and had at least one child) in close
proximity to Sarah, together with her age and her modest asset holdings, led her to stay in
Alachua County for at least several years after her husband‘s passing. 28 Clementine
Douglass, age 70 in 1860, is another example of a widow whose sons, aged 36 and 31,
lived in the same household with her; the sons owned their own assets even though
Clementine is listed as the owner of 5 slaves but no land.29
The frequency with which antebellum Southerners moved was a factor that had
mixed results for women. The mobility of men made it easier for women either to find
new husbands from among those settlers who came to Alachua County, or made it easier
for women‘s kinfolk to settle near her. Women who had few assets or kin in the vicinity
needed to move to other areas to find kin who would help to provide for them. Life on
the frontier, however, was isolating and frequent mobility could easily leave vulnerable
persons, particularly women, isolated and without any community of support. The brutal
murder of Bridget O‘Connor is evidence of the adverse effects of isolation.

developed much earlier than Alachua County and which seems to have had more urban characteristics.
Barney agrees that the single most important variable in predicting persistence and migration ―was wealth,
which in turn was related to occupational, household and age status.‖
28

1860 Census, Sarah Perry household number is 124, and her sons are households numbered 132, 135,
138 and 139.
29

1860 Census, Clementine Douglass‘ household is number 365.
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As Alachua County grew and developed, the size of households measured by the
number of persons therein fluctuated. The 1830 Census revealed that the average size of
a household in Alachua County was 4.62 persons. In 1830, one-person households were
the largest single household size with 27 such households out of a total of 162
households, the primary reason being that a number of overseers of plantations were
counted as heads of households. In 1840, household size was skewed because there were
the several large military installations, each of which was treated as a single household.
If the eleven large military ―households‖ were omitted, the average size of the 1840
household in the county was 5.38 persons. By 1850, the average household size in the
county peaked at 5.92 persons, with over half of households having either four, five, six
or seven persons. In 1850, woman-headed households averaged 5.50 persons, with over
half of such households being in families of four, five or six persons. Considering that
female heads of household had no spouse, whereas the vast majority of male headed
households included a wife, female headed households in 1850 actually included more
children and others than male headed households. By 1860, average family size in the
county had dropped rather dramatically to 4.95 persons for all households, and to 3.88
persons for woman-headed households. For all 1860 households, family size was widely
distributed, with between 90 to 107 households ranging in size between two and six
persons, whereas woman-headed households in 1860 were, in nearly two-thirds of such
households, smaller with between two and four persons.30
Woman-headed households had decreased in size by 1860 for at least a couple of
reasons. The first is that the women themselves were older so that many of their children

30

1830 Census, 1840 Census, 1850 Census and 1860 Census.
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had moved away from the mother‘s household, even if they continued to live in the
vicinity in their own households. Another is that as more widows became slaveholders;
slaves are not counted in the size of any household, so it may well be that widows were
able to accomplish the work of farming that they had to do to earn a living with fewer
white persons resident in their household.
The number of woman-headed households increased during the antebellum
period, rising from approximately four per cent of all households (7 of 164 households)
in 1830 to nearly ten per cent of all households (73 of 745 households) in 1860. In
keeping with the general expectations of women in America‘s Victorian era, women were
expected to be married and to have children, norms that were reinforced in Southern
society by its notions of female fragility and by the general lack of opportunities for
autonomy for women.31 Women were thought to need protection, and they were often
not well educated to participate effectively in the economic sphere.

Women were

considered to be the repository and protector of Southern (and Christian) values,
civilization, and good morality and were therefore needed by men and families.
Nevertheless, antebellum Southern women, as well as women in other parts of the United
States, increasingly remained single, particularly after the death of their first husband.
Historians Jane and William Pease found that in the urban areas of Boston and Charleston
in the antebellum period, significant numbers of women in both cities were either widows
or spinsters. As many as twenty per cent of Charleston‘s white females were widows in
1848, and nearly seventy per cent of Boston‘s elderly women lived without husbands in

31

Welter, ibid.
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1845.32 Victoria Bynum‘s study of three central North Carolina counties showed higher
rates of woman-headed households, ranging from 11.5% to 16.7% of all households, than
in Alachua County. Bynum found that the woman-headed households in the counties
with lower percentage of such households were more likely to own property and were
closer to male headed households in terms of per capita wealth. 33 Bynum writes that, in
Orange County where woman-headed households were 16.7% of all households, poorer
woman-headed households, partly because of the location of a cotton factory that offered
work to such women and partly because the county had fewer men available for
marriage. In her study of plantation women, Catherine Clinton concluded that, although
widowhood ―was an especially unpleasant prospect for a southern woman‖ during the
antebellum period because it often meant the breakup of home and family and financial
pressures, only approximately seven per cent of women married a second time whereas
widowers remarried three times as often as widows did.34 Clinton‘s percentages of
remarriage are doubtful, but her comments about the relative lower percentage of
remarriage by widows than by widowers seem correct.35

32

Jane H. Pease and William H. Pease, Ladies, Women, & Wenches: Choice and Constraint in Antebellum
Charleston & Boston (Chapel Hill, North Carolina and London: The University of North Carolina Press,
1990), 10-11. The Peases also note ―for widows, the most pervasive concern was relative or real poverty‖
which widows resolved either by remarriage or resort to private or public aid. They conclude that ―the
belief that widows were more independent than wives is mostly unfounded.‖ Ibid, 38-40.
33

Bynum, ibid., 32.

34

Catherine Clinton, The Plantation Mistress: Woman‟s World in the Old South (New York: Pantheon
Books, 1982), 76-79, 240. Clinton was primarily interested in plantation mistresses, and her statistics are
based on her ―Southern sample group‖ of 750 plantation mistresses born between 1785 and 1815. ibid.,
xiv. She notes that 20% of plantation masters remarried multiple times, even though there was more
pressure on Southern women to remarry than there was on Southern men.
35

Lebsock, ibid., 26-7, found that among antebellum Petersburg women, nearly half of widows remarried.

- 67 -

Lebsock found that widows were more likely to remarry if they were relatively
young, or relatively less well to do, or if they were childless or had young children.36
Kirsten Wood, in her study of slaveholding widows from the American Revolution
through the Civil War, found that slaveholding widows were less likely to remarry than
were yeomen widows for various reasons.37 Wood writes that slaveholding widows were
less likely to remarry even where their first marriages had been happy, partly because of
evangelical religious assurances that they would be reunited with their husbands in
heaven and scriptural admonitions that God would be their husband and father.
Interestingly, Wood juxtaposes the religious reasons for not remarrying with the idea that
at least some planter widows found they could require male slaves to share their beds,
provided they were reasonably discreet about such arrangements. She also notes that
widows feared the loss of relationship with their in-laws from their first marriage, and
were concerned that their children might have problems relating to a second husband.
Property disputes were also a concern, as widows had ample grounds for concern that
even prenuptial agreements and the attempt to secure their property through the use of
―separate estates‖ could run afoul of second husbands‘ desire to get their hands on
widows‘ property.38 Contrary to Pease, who concluded that widows primary concern was

36

Lebsock, ibid.

37

Kirsten E. Wood, Masterful Women: Slaveholding Widows from the American Revolution through the
Civil War (Chapel Hill, North Carolina and London: The University of North Carolina Press, 2004), 54, 62,
133, 150-157, 237-238.
38

Jeffery, ibid., 83, notes that propertied women on the Western frontier were often reluctant to remarry.
Allison E. Brown, ―In Defense of Normalcy: The Financial and Legal Status of Widows in Antebellum
Fayette County, Tennessee‖ (accessed at
https://www.rhodes.edu/images/content/Academics/Allison_Brown.pdf on September 22, 2009), wherein
Brown studies several planter women who did not represent widows as ―broken reeds‖ as commonly
depicted by some antebellum Southerners.
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real or relative poverty, Wood concludes that the main reason widows were reluctant to
remarry was concern over an abusive relationship since they knew that men did not
always act in accord with paternalistic ideals or in accord with prescriptions for male
honor.
Census information for Alachua County, which was during the antebellum period
more like Kirsten Wood‘s Revolutionary South than Pease‘s urban areas, coupled with
marriage and probate records available from the Alachua County Clerk of Court‘s office,
indicates much about Alachua County‘s widows who were heads of households in 1850
and 1860. The 1850 Census lists twenty five women who were unmarried heads of
household. Six of those women were still listed as heads of household in 1860. Of those
six, Margaret Blanton is known to have remarried in Alachua County during the 1850s
and then became a widow again when her second husband, James Exley, died in 1855.
Her financial situation improved from 1850, when she was listed as owning one slave and
no land, to 1860, when she was listed as still owning one slave and land valued at $1,000.
The other five 1850 widowed heads of household who were still heads of household in
1860 improved their situations slightly, but none was well to do.39 The other women who
headed households in 1850, excepting only large slave owning Zilpha Stanley and Sarah
Colson, had little, if any, listed assets. Although it seems clear that a number of the

39

1850 Census and 1860 Census. Mary Chamberlin, in 1850 a 35 year old widow with no listed assets and
three young children, remained in the county and, by 1860, still had no assets, but is listed as head of
household with her son who was a small farmer. Clenia Douglass, in 1850 a 54 year old widow, acquired
5 slaves by 1860 (she had owned 0 in 1850). Charity Bryant, a 44 year old widow in 1850, improved from
no assets in 1850 to small values property in 1860, after having to go to court to be appointed as guardian
of her four minor children. Maria Soubray, a 51 year old widow in 1850, acquired 3 slaves by 1860, up
from 0 in 1850, was uniquely the only free person in her household in both years. Amy Hagan, a 51 year
old widow in 1850, with few assets in both years, saw her household go down from 14 persons in 1850 to
only 4 in 1860, but she had adult children to live with her in both years; she ultimately died in Alachua
County in the 1879s and was alone among the women who were heads of household in that she left a will.
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remaining nineteen 1850 women heads of household who did not appear in the 1860
Census for the county had kin in the county, it is also true that all but one of those
nineteen women were born in states other than Florida and may have returned to be with
family in other locations.
By 1860, the number of woman-headed households outpaced county population
growth. Although only six women who were heads of household in 1850 retained that
classification in 1860, twenty-five women who had been resident in Alachua County in
1850 married and then, in 1860, became single or widowed and remained in the county as
head of their household. The Probate Records of the County Clerk indicate that twenty
or so of the seventy-three women who were heads of household in 1860 had moved to
Alachua County and then suffered the loss of their husbands in the 1850s. The economic
condition of the seventy three women who headed households was generally better than
for those who headed households in 1850. The percentage of women household heads
who owned land in 1860 was 46.5% (34 of 73) and twelve of those women owned land
with a value in excess of $2,500. Both of those numbers were improvements from 1850,
but they still lagged all households in the county. However, the number of women who
owned at least one slave in 1860 had risen to 35.6% of all women household heads, up
from only 20% in 1850. The 1860 ownership percentage exceeds that of all households
in the county; only 32.7% of all 1860 households owned at least one slave. Women who
headed households were also among the largest slaveholders in the county, and more
women who headed 1860 households (6 of 73, or 8.22%) than men (55 of 690, or 7.97%)
owned 20 or more slaves.40

40

1860 Census and see Tables 9, 10 and 11.
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Despite these economic gains by women who headed households in 1860, most
women heads of household had few if any measurable assets, owned no slaves or land,
had young children, and supported themselves through local kinship networks, jobs that
were likely low paying and had low status (such as seamstressing, ironing, washing, or
even teaching or acting as governness), or private assistance. The records and documents
that enable Victoria Bynum to richly describe the ―unruly women‖ of central North
Carolina are not available regarding Alachua County, nor did Alachua County have the
free black population that seemed to be active on the margins of society in North
Carolina, but it seems reasonable to assume that most of the women heads of household
in 1860 Alachua County were similarly on the margins of society. 41 Although a handful
of women made some economic progress on their own, widowhood was still not a boon
to most women.

41

Bynum studied various governmental records (pubic assistance records, bastardy bonds, criminal action
papers, divorce decrees, apprentice bonds and dockets and the like) that were not kept in Alachua County.
Alachua County‘s governmental structure was much less developed than prevailed in North Carolina.
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Chapter 3: Law and Courts in Antebellum Florida: Reinforcing Patriarchal Society

Florida‘s judicial system, though imperfect, was among the most important of the
state‘s antebellum institutions. We have seen how Florida‘s Superior Courts, or local
trial courts, were important as a locus of community interaction, and were looked to as a
place for the provision of at least rough justice on the Florida frontier. Women in
Alachua County were participants in Superior Court proceedings as defendants, litigants
and witnesses. Florida‘s Supreme Court, or highest state level appellate court, was the
place where the rules governing society were interpreted and argued about. Supreme
Court justices were all members of Florida‘s elite and shared certain basic patriarchal
assumptions about the need for order and law as the basis for the functioning of society,
but they differed in their responses to the world as it changed around them. Florida‘s
economy was chaotic even during the relatively prosperous 1850s, with fortunes made
and lost in a day. The North and South were diverging in the way their economies
developed, and those economic changes were key to sectional divergences in the manner
that households were structured and functioned.
The Florida Supreme Court struggled to deal with the relationship of law to
changing households in Florida, as will be apparent in this section. The antebellum
Florida Supreme Court decided a number of cases in which women were involved.1 The
1

See Table 25 which lists and briefly summarizes the Supreme Court decisions involving women from
1845 through 1860.
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case reports are important not only for the legal principles they discuss, but also as a
window into Florida‘s antebellum society. They reveal a people frequently in motion,
chasing economic opportunities or trying to deal with the chaotic economy of the time.
Frequent and easy mobility meant that citizens, particularly including those who did not
have supporting kinship networks, could flounder and even become easy prey to
violence. They show how family rivalries and disagreements were dealt with, whether in
or out of the courts. They reveal the difficulty of being a woman, particularly when
married, in a patriarchal frontier society.
The rural nature of the South and the dominance of slavery based plantation
agriculture reinforced the patriarchal system prevalent in the South. As the antebellum
period drew to a close, Alachua County moved from a raw frontier society to a place in
the mainstream of Southern plantation society. Under such conditions, women either
acquiesced to society‘s structure or found themselves on the margins of patriarchal
society.2 Florida‘s laws and decisions of Florida‘s appellate courts indicate that the elite
males of Florida society at least paid lip service to the idea that patriarchal society should
be more paternalistic, with men having the obligation to protect and honor their wives
and others under their control. Those same laws and decisions indicate that Florida men
often failed to act in accord with elite standards of honor and paternalism.
The patriarchy prevailing in Southern society produced some confusion as to what
proper gender roles should be. Until they were married, Southern women had the legal
status of femmes sole, and had the same legal rights to own property and to sue and be
2

Bardaglio, Reconstructing the Household, ibid.; Michael Grossberg, Governing the Hearth: Law and the
Family in Nineteenth-Century America (Chapel Hill, North Carolina and London: The University of North
Carolina Press, 1985); and Bertram Wyatt-Brown, Southern Honor: Ethics & Behavior in the Old South
(New York and Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1982).
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sued as men, but did not have other elementary civil rights, including the right to vote,
serve on juries, or serve in the military. Once married, Southern women‘s position was
far more restricted. A married woman had no right to make contracts, sue or be sued,
execute a will, administer an estate, sell or mortgage property, or engage in other
economic transactions. If a wife survived her husband, she was entitled to a dower right,
usually equal to one-third of his property, to provide for her support, but dower was
frequently inadequate to truly provide for a widow and her family. 3 Married women
were expected to be a ―Southern lady‖ or a ―good farmer‘s wife,‖ both of which involved
submission to men.4 Women who were widowed and were slaveholders often became
―masterful women,‖ a status that resulted in much confusion in patriarchal society.5
Women who were widowed but owned few or no slaves were simply likely to be
dependent on family, benevolent associations if available, or had to remarry. Other
women, due to class concerns or for whatever other reason, were ―unruly women‖ who
were either unwilling to conform to social conventions, saw divorce as their best
alternative, were prostitutes, or were otherwise on the margins of antebellum society.6
3

Bardaglio, ibid., 31-32 describes the legal situation of Southern families in the antebellum South and how
the law changed in response to changes in society. Other historians, including Lebsock, ibid., 15-54
describe the legal situation involving marriage to set the context to describe other matters, such as, in
Lebsock‘s case, how women in antebellum Petersburg, Virginia exercised influence in spite of the legal
situation governing women.
4

David Brown, ―Hinton Rowan Helper: The Logical Outcome of the Non Slaveholders‘ Philosophy,‖ The
Historical Journal 46, No. 1 (2003), 39-58; Anne Firor Scott, The Southern Lady: From Pedestal to
Politics, 1830-1930 (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1970); D. Harland Hagler, ―The Ideal
Woman in the Antebellum South: Lady or Farmwife?‖ The Journal of Southern History 46, No. 3 (August
1980): 405-418; Susan M. Cruea, ―Changing Ideals of Womanhood During the Nineteenth-Century
Woman Movement,‖ American Transcendental Quarterly 19, No. 3 (September 2005): 187-204; Anya
Jabour, ―‘It Will Never Do for Me to Be Married‘: The Life of Laura Wirt Randall, 1803-1833,‖ Journal of
the Early Republic 17, No. 2 (Summer, 1997): 193-236.
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Wood, Masterful Women, ibid.

6

Bynum, Unruly Women, ibid.
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Patriarchy and women‘s subordinate position were hardly a Southern issue.
Women in most of antebellum America were in the same situations as their Southern
sisters. Norma Basch has described that New York State had the same common law
background, and that married women were under coverture there. John Mack Faragher
has noted the same set of affairs for women in the Midwest and West. Both Basch and
Faragher write that among the first targets for reform by antebellum feminists were
marriage laws that effectively required the submission of wives to their husbands. Both
describe how conservative jurists impeded the full implementation of reform laws until
the second half of the nineteenth century. Basch also notes that, despite the legal and
theoretical underpinnings on antebellum marriage, male-female relations and marriage
were not quite so rigid and harsh in practice, a situation that also applied in at least some
Florida marriages.7
Peter Bardaglio‘s Reconstructing the Household is a useful reference point to
consider the place of women under antebellum Southern law.8 Bardaglio‘s interest in
family law stemmed from his observation that antebellum Southern law codes treated
laws dealing with the domestic relationships of husband and wife and parent and child as
variations on the same theme as laws governing the master and slave relationship. In all
of these cases, one of the parties to the relationship was under a ―disability‖ in that the
power relationship between the two was significantly disproportionate. In his view, race
and slavery were critical to the Southern legal view of domestic relationships. His
emphasis on race and slavery also is the foundation for his view that, during the

7

Basch, In the Eyes of the Law, ibid., 42-112; Faragher, Overland Trail, ibid., 144-178.

8

Bardaglio, ibid..
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antebellum period, families in the South and the North diverged, with Southern families
continuing to be characterized by patriarchy and male dominance while Northern families
were more and more characterized by a contractual model where romantic love played an
important part in husband-wife relations.9 Bardaglio seeks to show that the Southern
concern over race control led them to seek to maintain male dominance and control over
women.
Despite the violent, chaotic, lawless male oriented society dominated by the code
of honor that stressed personal over impersonal justice, Southerners‘ came to see law as
among the most critical institutions that mitigated against absolute chaos. For Bardaglio,
the local courthouse was the Southern institution that provided opportunities for
socialization, entertainment and local control. He notes that judges and lawyers were
among the most educated members of Southern society, and were often held in high
esteem. There was tension between Southerners aversion to state power and intervention
in private affairs, and their desire to preserve individual autonomy, if only for the ―select
few‖ who were property owning males. For Bardaglio, ―slavery, republicanism, honor
and localism‖ were the forces that shaped Southern attitudes and resulted in government
being weak and reducing the areas of life which law controlled.10
Bardaglio notes, like many historians of the antebellum period, that the household
was the key unit of Southern rural society. Households were the basic units of economic
production, but because the South remained a rural agrarian society, Southern households
9

Bardaglio, ibid., xiii-xiv. See also Norma Basch, ―Race, Blood and Gender in Southern Law‖ Reviews in
American History 24, No. 3 (September 1996), 412 and 413. Lebsock, ibid., 7-8, 28-35, refers to
―companionate marriage‖ that was becoming prevalent in the North as the antithesis of the general view of
marriage in the South.
10

Bardaglio, ibid., 6-23.
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did not become transformed into a domestic, woman dominated ―separate sphere‖ as
noted by de Tocqueville and as increasingly happened in Northern households.11 The
Southern conception of household was broader than that of one‘s nuclear family,
including non-nuclear kin, slaves, servants and anyone else who lived in the household.
The husband or dominant male was the head of the household, whether the household
was a large plantation or a small yeoman‘s farm, but he was supposed to act as a
benevolent dictator.12 Migration to the Southern frontier ―led to even greater sexual
inequality within the planter family, heightened stresses between men and women, and
undermined the development of planter paternalism.‖13

The power of a master or

husband was not absolute, but Southern courts disliked intervening in such relationships,
doing so only to prevent or address significant abuses. Thus, masters could be found to
have acted unlawfully if they acted on slaves with cruel and unusual punishment, such as
dismembering a slave or killing a slave with malice.
A woman‘s identity became effectively merged into that of her husband when she
married, and few ways existed for a married woman to protect the property she was given
or acquired.14 Bardaglio comments that the willingness of courts to act as a court of
11

The concept of ―separate spheres‖ has been an important framework for analyzing gender relationships
and women‘s roles in society. The notion of ―separate spheres‖ was noted by Alexis de Tocqueville,
Democracy in America, translated by George Lawrence and edited by J.P. Mayer (New York: Perennial
Classics, 2000) and discussed by Linda Kerber, ―Separate Spheres, Female Worlds, Woman‘s place: The
Rhetoric of Women‘s History‖ The Journal of American History 75, No. 1 (June 1988), 9-39. See also
Norma Basch, In the Eyes of the Law: Women, Marriage and Property in Nineteenth Century (Ithaca, New
York and London: Cornell University Press, 1982); and Cruea, ibid.
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Press, 1988); McCurry, ibid.
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Bardaglio, ibid., 26.
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Bardaglio, ibid., 27-32.
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equity as opposed to simply ruling according to common law principles was the first step
in protecting women‘s property rights, because that allowed for women‘s property to be
held as separate estates. However, separate estates had to be interpreted on a case by case
basis and courts were not always willing to find that separate estates were properly
created.15 Bardaglio‘s summary description of courts certainly applies to Florida courts.
As will be noted, the Florida Supreme Court‘s majority, led by Justice Baltzell, rarely
found that litigants either successfully complied with the Florida Married Women‘s
Property Act (discussed herein) or successfully created create separate estates. The net
result for women was that they fared poorly under the majority interpretations of
Florida‘s laws.16
The Florida Supreme Court‘s decision in Abernathy v. Abernathy (1858)
illustrates many of the issues discussed by Bardaglio, and the facts reveal much about
Florida society of the time. Isabella and Meredith Abernathy were married in Alabama in
1852.17 Isabella brought to the marriage, as her separate property, four slaves and about
$1,800.18 During the first few years of their marriage, the couple moved from Alabama
to Texas, after first buying land and planting a single unsuccessful crop in Louisiana, then
back to Alabama, and finally to Marianna, the small town county seat of Jackson County,
Florida.

On the first day of their first trip out of Alabama, Isabella prevailed on
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Bardaglio, ibid., 31-32.
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See, for example, Sanderson v. Jones, 6 Fla. 430, 1855 WL 1400 (Fla. 1855), discussed herein.
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Meredith, through her ―entreaties and persuasions…‖ to trade three of her slaves, all of
whom were young and lacked skill, for Ann, a slave woman who Isabella thought would
be able to help Isabella keep house on the frontier. Unfortunately, Ann turned out to be
seriously diseased and ―almost entirely worthless.‖ Meredith unsuccessfully attempted to
return Ann for Isabella‘s original three slaves, and finally managed to exchange Ann for
another black woman, Malinda, who was also diseased and ultimately disposed of at a
loss. In Louisiana, Meredith bought a large parcel of land to farm, but his first year of
farming proved unsuccessful, so he sold the Louisiana land at a loss, because, as he said,
Isabella became ―much dissatisfied with the country.‖ Meredith used most of the assets
Isabella brought to the marriage to buy land and to pay doctors and traveling expenses.
They moved to Marianna, and with most of Isabella‘s capital gone, Meredith borrowed
money secured by a pledge of Isabella‘s last slave to establish a grocery business. While
there, Isabella lived, with their child and a nurse paid for by Meredith, in rented
accommodations apart from Meredith, who lived in the grocery store, cooked his own
meals, and began studying to be a physician. During this time, Isabella alleged that
Meredith drank heavily and made slanderous comments and vulgar boasts about her.
Eventually, Isabella‘s uncle came from Alabama, sought her return to Alabama, and
threatened to kill Meredith.
Meredith‘s grocery business was unsuccessful, leading him to confess judgment.19
After Meredith‘s creditor sought to levy on, or acquire possession of, Isabella‘s last slave,
Isabella‘s uncle, as her next friend, sued to have Meredith relieved of being her trustee

19

The term ―confess judgment‖ is a legal term for a procedure whereby a defendant admits the truth of
allegations made by a plaintiff so that judgment is entered against the defendant without the need for a trial
or other proceedings.
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and to recover possession of Isabella‘s last slave.20 The basis for her uncle‘s lawsuit was
that Meredith had wasted her property, ―led a wild, roving life without any fixed
occupation or abode,‖ was unfaithful, and had neglected her. Meredith denied all the
allegations, and retorted that Isabella was spoiled, impetuous, and had contributed to their
financial plight.
The question before the Court was whether Meredith should remain as trustee of
Isabella‘s separate estate and, if so, whether there was any reason why his grant of a
mortgage which pledged Isabella‘s last slave as security for his debt could not be
enforced by Meredith‘s creditor.

The Florida Supreme Court rendered its opinion

through Justice Baltzell, its leading jurist during the 1850s, holding that although there
was no basis for Meredith to be removed as her trustee, it was appropriate to enjoin the
sale of the last of Isabella‘s slaves and directing that the trustee hire out the slave and
apply the proceeds to the judgment confessed by Meredith.21 Justice Baltzell held that
removal of a trustee for a married woman, particularly where the trustee was her husband,
required a showing that the trustee had committed waste, or sought to use the
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beneficiaries‘ property for the debts of the trustee, or was otherwise incapable or unfit to
discharge the discrete management of his wife‘s separate estate. Baltzell concluded that
the facts did not establish that Meredith had committed waste, even though it is true that
Isabella‘s considerable assets were dissipated rather quickly. Baltzell‘s commentary
notes the unsettled, chaotic economic conditions that prevailed in the early to mid-1850s,
despite the generally favorable cotton prices that then prevailed:
There is no proof of any act of waste. The main reliance in support of the
allegation is placed on the fact that the wife's property has not been
increased, but diminished. It may be admitted, that a man of average
capacity, commencing with this capital, might, by prudence, industry and
economy, have supported himself and family and gradually increased his
original stock. There are few, however, succeed to this extent, especially a
young couple, in that season of extravagance, of high hopes and delusive
expectations; nor would it be perfectly fair to apply to such rigorous rules
appropriate to a more advanced age. Indeed, a judgment so rigorous might
seriously affect the contract of marriage itself; for, if adjudged
incompetent to the management of property acquired through that relation,
what is to become of its more delicate duties, its graver, more enlarged
and higher responsibilities? Nor is success an unerring test of capacity and
worth, any more than failure in the management, or less or depreciation of
property, an infallible indication of unworthiness or incapacity. The most
worthy, prudent, careful and economical, industrious and persevering do
not always succeed, so that we by no means regard the fact of diminution
of property as evidence of unfitness or incapacity, or sufficient cause, on
this account, to authorize the removal of such a trustee.22
Baltzell rejected the argument that Meredith led a ―wild and roving life‖ and that
he failed to provide proper support and maintenance for Isabella, although he expressed
dismay at Meredith‘s vulgar expressions regarding his wife, writing that:
We have read their depositions with extreme repugnance, and, we must
add, disgust, and will not refer to their details. They certainly show a
looseness of conversation and wantonness on the part of defendant in ill
accordance with the chasteness of one holding the relation of a married
man. The impression they produced is that defendant indulged in
22
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unworthy vaporing and indecent boasting on a delicate subject, or was
careless in his assertions, or not in a condition to perceive their full
purport; for surely no one of ordinary refinement and sensibility could
seriously give utterance to such vulgarity. Yet there is no direct proof of
criminality, and it can only be inferred from his presence at improper
places, and the report of his wild and reckless expressions.23
Despite Baltzell‘s repugnance, he found that evidence of the husband‘s infidelity was
mixed since there was no proof of ―conjugal disagreement or altercation, nor the slightest
expression of dissatisfaction on her part…‖24 Therefore, Baltzell concluded that there
was no basis on which Meredith should be removed as trustee for Isabella. However, the
remedy of requiring that the last of Isabella‘s slaves be hired out so that the debt for
which the slave had been pledged as security could be paid off through the slave‘s
earnings was an unusual refashioning of the contract of indebtedness so that Isabella‘s
separate property might be preserved, but did not disturb the normal relationship that a
husband had as trustee for his wife, even in the face of the husband‘s dishonorable
behavior.
Justice Baltzell did not speak for a unanimous court, since, as often happened in
matters involving women, Justice Dupont dissented from the court‘s opinion.25

In

Dupont‘s view, the standard for removal of a married woman‘s trustee was whether the
trustee had been ―prudent and discrete in the exercise of his functions‖, and whether the
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trust property would ―be endangered by a longer continuance under his control.‖26 To
Dupont, the evidence clearly indicated that Meredith had been guilty of unmanly
behavior which should disqualify him from serving as his wife‘s trustee:
I can discover, in the vast amount of testimony contained in the record, not
one gleam of light which would serve to relieve the darkness of the moral
picture presented to us by the general conduct and deportment of this
defendant, and as little do I concur in the reprehension of and the rebuke
which has been administered to the individual who appears on the record
as the next friend of the complainant. So far from viewing his interference
as an outrage upon the conjugal rights of the defendant, I think,
considering his relation to this unfortunate female, that he must have been
lost to every impulse of manliness had he hesitated to interpose for the
purpose of arresting her in the downward course to degradation, to which
she was fast tending, through the influence of her connection with a
dissipated, debauched husband.27
As revealed by Abernathy, there was not a consensus among Florida‘s elite on
how husbands should treat their wives. Justices Baltzell and Dupont, both well to do
planters who were politically well connected, accepted the traditional male view that men
had a duty to protect and support their wives and it was therefore appropriate that men
should have control over property brought by wives to marriage. Baltzell concluded that
a husband could discharge his duties to his wife appropriately as long as he did not
criminally misbehave towards her. Dishonorable behavior, drunkenness, and mere loss
of assets were not enough to censure a husband. Baltzell even concluded that there were
mitigating circumstances for Meredith‘s behavior since economic conditions were
notoriously chaotic and since his losses could be attributed, in large part, to his wife‘s
shrill insistence that they succeed in an unreasonably short time frame and that he quickly
trade her slaves for one she was duped into thinking would be helpful to her. Dupont,
26
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more concerned about the inherent delicacy of a wife and the ease with which she might
become degraded, was inclined to give a husband less leeway in his treatment of his wife.
Baltzell was more willing to attribute agency to the wife and that ironically made it easier
for Baltzell to find in the husband‘s favor (by allowing him to retain control over
Isabella‘s remaining assets).
The case also illustrates that Baltzell was willing to substitute the court as
patriarch in difficult situations by refashioning the particular contract entered into by
Meredith, as Isabella‘s trustee, while leaving intact the trustee relationship.28 Dupont, in
the other hand, spoke approvingly of the private solution that Isabella‘s uncle proposed to
undertake on her behalf. For Dupont, an appropriate solution in the Abernathy situation
was for Isabella‘s male kin to make things right where her husband was unable to; failing
that, he would have taken away Meredith‘s rights to act as trustee for his wife.29
Husbands‘ control over the assets of their wives exposed them to the opportunity
to seek to improve their lots with such assets, and engendered efforts by well to do
Southerners to find ways to protect the wealth that their daughters brought to marriage.
Given the chaotic economic conditions prevailing in the antebellum South, it was not
uncommon for husbands to stretch too far or make poor economic decisions such as those
made by Meredith Abernathy. When that happened, or when one of several financial
panics occurred, husbands often resorted to and depleted or lost the assets of their wives.
Southern elites sought to devise ways to protect married womens‘ assets and keep such
property under the control of blood relations against waste or depletion by husbands.
28
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Although husbands surely borrowed from their own family of origin from time to time,
none of the reported cases considered by the antebellum Florida Supreme Court involve
disputes between men and their family of origin over repayment of loans or whether
creditors have claims to pledged collateral. The courts of some states, including Virginia,
utilized their equitable jurisdiction to fashion remedies in addition to the mostly unhelpful
remedies available at common law.30 In equity, wives who could demonstrate that they
had a ―separate estate‖ in property, which had been given or devised to them by their
family or their husband, were able to protect their ―separate estate‖ from the claims of
creditors. Usually, a wife‘s separate property was held for her by a trustee, usually either
a trusted third-party friend or her husband, and was managed for her benefit apart from
her husband‘s property.
Some Southern states, led by Mississippi in 1839, adopted Married Women‘s
Property Acts, the effect of which was to codify and expand the equitable law of separate
estates.31 Florida‘s Married Women‘s Property Acts (the ―MWPA‖), first adopted in
1845, provided that a married women could own, as a separate estate, the real or personal
property that she owned or acquired prior to or during her marriage ―independent and
beyond the control of her husband…‖ but that the woman‘s separate property must
nevertheless remain in the ―care and management of her husband.‖32 The MWPA further
provided that, regarding a married woman‘s separate estate, she could not sue her
husband for the ―rent, hire, issues, proceeds or profits, of said property‖, nor could the
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husband charge her for the management and care of the property. The MWPA required
that any sale or transfer of the wife‘s separate property could only be made by the joint
deed of both husband and wife. In order to claim the benefit of the MWPA, the wife had
to register her separate property in the records of the clerk of court for the county in
which the property was located, within six months after moving to Florida or acquiring
the separate property while in Florida, lest creditors of a husband be misled into thinking
that the property was not subject to the full control of the husband. Upon the death of the
wife, the husband was entitled to take the same interest in her property as a child would
take. The law was not intended to protect slave women in any way.
Laws aimed at protecting married women‘s property, even if not motivated by
feminist concerns, were passed by a number of states during the middle of the century.
Many had only the limited protections offered by the MWPA.33 New York passed a
series of laws aimed at protecting women‘s property, beginning with a law adopted in
1848, just prior to the famous gathering of feminists at Seneca Falls. The New York
statute, far less restrictive than the MWPA, was aimed at allowing married women to
own real and personal property just as if they were single women. 34 That all married
women‘s property laws were not alike can be seen by the comment of Florida‘s Judge
Dupont, who wrote in Lignoski v. Bruce (1859):
In New York, for instance, their acts of 1848 and 1849 go so far as to give
the wife the exclusive control of the property and of the rents, issues and
profits thereof, and also authorizes her to alienate and dispose of the same
33
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entirely independent of the concurrence of the husband; and, as if with a
design to put the intention of the Legislature beyond dispute, it is provided
in the latter act that property settled on the feme covert by deed of trust
shall be conveyed and given up to her by the trustee ―on her written
application, accompanied by a certificate of a Justice of the Supreme
Court that he has examined the condition and situation of the property and
made due enquiry into her capacity to manage and control the same.‖ In
that State the existence of the husband is totally ignored, and it is not at all
strange that, under these provisions of their statute, the Supreme Court
should have held to the capacity of the wife to sue alone in a Court of law
for the recovery of any portion of her property.35
Regardless of whether the protection afforded a wife‘s property was by a separate
estate allowed by a court using its powers of equity or by a Married Woman‘s Property
Act, women‘s property could theoretically be protected from creditors. However, neither
―separate estates‖ nor Married Women‘s Property Acts were devised or afforded out of a
regard for women‘s rights or to promote equality of the sexes.36 Historian Linda Kerber
has written that while the legislators and jurists who provided protection for married
women‘s property did not intend to sanction or expand women‘s rights, the effect of such
laws was the inevitable loosening of patriarchal control over property and the
continuation of the political, commercial and industrial revolutions that were underway
throughout the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.37 The Florida legal experience
suggests that Kerber is right, although the loosening of patriarchal control over property
was a long time coming in Florida. Baltzell‘s opinions, though they inevitably ruled in
favor of husbands and creditors, had the ironic effect of providing the legal rationale for
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treating women as independent persons who had some responsibility for their lives and
property, as will be seen in the next cases decided by the Supreme Court.
Two cases decided by the Florida Supreme Court in 1855 give insight into the
place of women in Florida and the differing views of Florida‘s elite as to how married
women should relate to their husbands and property brought into the marriage by the
married woman. Both indicate how ingrained in Florida society was the idea that men
were dominant in a marriage, and women were inferior, or ―under disability‖ and how
different the approaches of Justices Baltzell and Dupont were. In Maiben v. Bobe
(1855), the Supreme Court upheld the sale of slaves by bill of sale executed solely by
Rosanna Shomo and her husband, Joseph, not joined in by Maiben, the trustee appointed
to act on her behalf.38 While all were living in Alabama in 1829, Rosanna‘s brother made
a gift to her of several slaves, specifically providing that the slaves were ―not to be
subject to the control, or debts, or contracts of her husband or…any future husband…, it
being my intent that the negroes above named, be solely invested as the property of my
said sister…and the heirs of her body.‖ The bill of sale by which the slaves were
transferred to Rosanna was recorded in the court records of Baldwin County, Alabama.
Soon after the bill of sale was executed in Alabama, Maiben was appointed in Alabama
as Rosanna‘s trustee for the slaves. After the Shomos moved to Florida, the bill of sale
was recorded in Escambia County, Florida, but the document evidencing Maiben‘s
appointment as trustee was not also recorded.

In 1847, while resident in Florida,

Rosanna signed a bill of sale to transfer to Bobe title to some of the slaves given her by
her brother. Joseph joined in and ratified Rosanna‘s bill of sale, but Maiben did not join
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in as would have been required if his trust was valid. When Maiben, as Rosanna‘s
trustee, brought an action to regain possession of the slaves from Bobe, the trial court
concluded that Rosanna signed the bill of sale only after being coerced by her husband
and never got any of the purchase money since Joseph kept it. Maiben, therefore, was
adjudged by the trial court to be the true owner of the slaves, but his victory would
shortly be overturned by Justice Baltzell‘s opinion in the Florida Supreme Court.
Justice Baltzell wrote the majority opinion in Maiben for the Florida Supreme
Court. Based on review of case law from other U. S courts and his interpretation of the
plain language of Section 4 of the MWPA, the Court rendered its judgment that Rosanna
had good title to the slaves, and that, in keeping with the MWPA, had authority to sell the
slaves as long as Joseph consented. The Supreme Court discounted Rosanna‘s testimony
that she feared her husband and thought he had perpetrated a fraud on her, and noted
simply that she had signed facially valid bills of sale. The Supreme Court also concluded
that the 1829 Alabama bill of sale to Rosanna created no separate estate in her and put no
one on notice that the slaves were held in trust. Further, since Maiben‘s appointment as
trustee had never been recorded in Florida, the Court concluded his trusteeship was
invalid and Maiben had no rights in the slaves. The bottom line was that, in the name of
upholding a woman‘s right to sell property that had been given to her, the Florida
Supreme Court allowed Rosanna‘s separate property to be taken from her by coercion
and did not even require Joseph to pay over the purchase price to Rosanna.
Nevertheless, the Maiben Court did uphold the right of a married woman to
dispose of her own separate property, provided, of course, that she first obtained the
consent of her husband and complied with the other provisions of the MWPA. Justice
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Baltzell opined that it should be obvious that if a woman were not allowed to dispose of
her own separate property, even with her husband‘s consent, then such a legal rule would
render the married woman‘s property unsalable and subject to a perpetuity that was at
variance with republican virtues and the ―fruits of our glorious revolution.‖39 Baltzell
wrote:
…this restriction upon the rights of married women implies distrust not
by any means flattering to them or to the other sex. Are those of our state
less to be trusted or confided in, in this respect than the women of
England or New York, and other states in the Union where freedom of
alienation prevails; are they more imbecile? Have they less character, less
self reliance and ability to assert their rights, or have those of the other
sex greater disposition to impose upon, oppress and take advantage of
their weakness and infirmities? We think not. If they are unfit to be
trusted with powers of alienation, their right of ownership may well be
doubted. Their sound judgment, good sense and intelligence, their virtue
and native energy, with the gallantry and sense of justice of the other sex
are their surest and safest reliance…40
Justice Baltzell‘s majority opinion in Maiben elicited a strong dissent from Justice
Dupont. Aside from disagreeing with Baltzell‘s description of the applicable case law
and with the Court‘s characterization of the 1829 deed of gift to Rosanna, Dupont decried
the effect of the majority opinion which was to ignore the distinction between single
women, who were under no disability, and married women, who were by law in a
position of disability and immunity. Dupont desired to uphold the common law that a
married woman had no separate existence, but rather that a married woman was, by
coverture, merged into the existence of her husband. Therefore, Dupont would ―hold that
she has no power to sell or dispose of her separate estate...‖41 Dupont, who claimed to
39
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know the ―true interests‖ of those who were wives and mothers, said that the rule adopted
by the Court‘s majority would unfortunately allow the property of the wife to become
subject to the undue influence of her husband and be lost as ―a sure guaranty for the
comfortable maintenance of the wife.‖ Dupont thus would hold that the purpose of the
MWPA, which he characterized as protecting the wife‘s interest, would be defeated by
requiring literal compliance with the MWPA by requiring the consent of both husband
and wife to any conveyance of the wife‘s property. Dupont stated his view of the estate
of marriage as it then existed:
But it is not alone against the brutal threats of an unfeeling husband that the
wife is to be protected. The danger more frequently arises from the love,
affection and mutual confidence, which ought always to characterize that
delicate relation. To her who has been willing to abandon the cherished
home of he childhood, the loved scenes of her joyous youth, the sacred
associations of friends and relations, the warm embraces of father and
mother, to cleave to the object of her heart‘s devotion, the sacrifice of
property, interposes but a feeble barrier to the compliance with his behests;
and thus the holiest impulses of her generous and confiding heart, are often
converted into the deadliest foe to her domestic peace. In obedience to
these generous impulses, she consents to strip herself of the comfortable
support, provided by the provident solicitude of an affectionate parent, and
is thrown with the pledges of connubial love, a hopeless pensioner upon the
cold charity of the world. Doomed to a life of penury and want, she lingers
out a miserable existence, which is to terminate only in crushed pride and
blasted hopes! It is against consequences like these that I would interpose
the barrier of the law…42
Dupont‘s view of marriage in the Maiben case was that a woman‘s legal existence
merged into that of her husband so that she was entitled to receive support and protection,
a view entirely consistent with his opinion expressed in the Abernathy case. Therefore,
Justice Dupont urged that women‘s rights be protected, primarily by appointing trustees
to act for them. However, if the married woman had been given a special power to act to
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use and dispose of her property, then Dupont urged that courts of equity should look very
carefully at the dealings resulting in the woman‘s taking action to make sure that she had
not acted under improper influence, as Dupont thought had clearly happened in Rosanna
Shomo‘s case.
In the case of Sanderson v. Jones (1855), the Supreme Court again considered the
nature of husband and wife relationships in the context of a dispute over who was the true
owner of certain slaves, and essentially concluded, once again, that the specific attempt to
create a separate estate failed.43 This case again illustrates the difficulty with Suzanne
Lebsock‘s view that separate estates and equity jurisdiction was a significant means for
women (or their blood relatives) to protect their assets—what may have worked well in
Petersburg did not work effectively in Florida due to judicial bias against separate estates.
The facts and procedural issues involved in the case are complicated, yet are similar to
the other cases reported on more fully in this section. Suffice it to say that, once again,
Justice Baltzell, speaking for the Court, found that the pre-MWPA Trust established for
the wife in the case was insufficient to create a separate estate for her. He further found
that the pre-MWPA Trust improperly sought to tie up the property in perpetuity and to
unlawfully restrict the property from the claims of creditors, and also to seek to deprive
the husband of income to which he was entitled by reason of coverture. Finally, Baltzell
concluded that since the pre-MWPA Trust was not enforceable as written, and since the
husband should have had the right to possess and have the income from the property, he
also had the right to dispose of the property without the joinder of his wife or anyone
else. He did recognize the possible remainder interest of the children Robert and Mary I
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in the slaves by reason of general law, but said their only remedy was to file a bill quia
timet, to prevent expected injury, in the event that their father ―diverted or squandered‖
the slaves.44
Justice Dupont again strongly dissented from the Sanderson Court‘s majority
opinion. He argued that Baltzell‘s opinion in the case was wrong in several respects. He
asserted that the pre-MWPA Trust did create a separate estate in favor of the wife since
the overall intent of the document was to exclude the husband‘s use and possession, but
that even if the trust failed to create a separate estate, the husband should not have had the
unfettered right to dispose of the trust property (i.e., the slaves at issue)45
Justices Dupont and Baltzell also disagreed over family and marital relationships
and women‘s rights to property they thought was held in a separate estate in the case of
Tyson v. Mattair (1858).46 In 1840, prior to the adoption of the MWPA, the father of
Caroline Jones made a deed of gift of three slaves to Caroline, his youngest daughter.
Thereafter, Caroline‘s husband, Henry, incurred debts and William Tyson, one of
Henry‘s creditors, obtained a judgment against Henry. When Tyson sought to levy on
Primus, one of the slaves deeded to Caroline by her father, Caroline asserted that Primus
was her property and could not be levied on. Testimony in favor of Caroline‘s claim was
to the effect that Caroline‘s father wanted Caroline and her children to be secure,
especially since the witnesses said that Henry was considered ―a dissipated, improvident
man.‖ Other witnesses stated that Tyson and those with whom he was associated knew
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that Primus was Caroline‘s property but made the loan to Henry anyway. The trial court
in Jacksonville held in favor of Caroline. Justice Baltzell, speaking for the majority of
the Supreme Court, reversed the lower court ruling.
Justice Baltzell made very clear in his opinion in Tyson that husband and wife are
one person at law, and that the ―elementary principles‖ governing the marital relationship
are first for the husband‘s safety and then only secondarily for the security of the wife:
By marriage the husband and wife are as one person in law. The very
being or legal existence of the woman was by the ancient common-law
suspended during the continuance of marriage, which gives an absolute
right to the husband in all his wife's chattels, personal in possession, a
qualified right to her choses in action, and a conditional right to chattels
real, if he survive her, irrespective of his right to alien them at his pleasure
during her life-time. The husband becomes liable for all debts and
obligations of his wife incurred before the coverture. The reasons upon
which the law virtually suspends the existence of the woman during
coverture, appear to be those first for her husband's safety in depriving her
of the power to injure him by any act, without his concurrence or his
assent, either expressed or implied, and secondly for her own security in
guarding against the husband's influence over her, by disabling her from
disposing of her own property, except by those methods and with the
solemnities which the law itself prescribed.47
Contrary to finding of the trial court, Baltzell concluded that the witnesses who testified
that Primus had been in the possession of Henry ever since Henry and Caroline were
married were to be believed over those who testified that Primus had been in Caroline‘s
possession. As was customary for Baltzell, he concluded that the language of the deed of
gift from to Caroline that the slaves were conveyed to Caroline ―to and for her use‖ was
insufficient to create a separate estate in the property.48 Baltzell finally notes that the
resort to elementary principles was critical because the MWPA had no application to the
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matter since the deed of gift was made in 1840, well before the MWPA was adopted in
1845. The MWPA was, he stated, intended to only have prospective application.
Justice Dupont strongly dissented in Tyson, agreeing that the MWPA did not
apply retroactively to the matter, and that the sole and only question to be decided was
whether Caroline had a separate estate in Primus by reason of the 1840 deed from her
father. Dupont reasoned that the words of the 1840 deed that conveyed the slaves ―to
Caroline Mattair, wife of Henry Mattair, and the heirs of her body…‖, when applied to
personalty, should be held and had always, in his view, been held to convey an absolute
title to the grantee. For Dupont, the absolutely critical words in the deed were those that
followed, being ―…to their own proper use and behoof forever.‖ Dupont found the prior
case law to be in ―extraordinary conflict‖ where, as in the 1840 deed, the marital rights of
the husband had not been expressly excluded. Dupont agreed that, to create a separate
estate in a married woman, the intent to give her such a separate estate had to be ―clear
and unequivocal.‖ In light of the foregoing principles, Dupont stated that the question of
whether a wife was ―clearly and unequivocally‖ to have a separate estate turns ―entirely
into intention‖ and where implication had to be resorted to, it was appropriate for a court
to look to ―the nature of the transaction, the relation of the parties and the context of the
instrument.‖ To Dupont, the literal words of a deed were not the only way to understand
what the intention of the parties was; the nature, relation and context were all indicia of
intention.49 Applying this test to the facts of the case, Dupont concluded that ―the nature
of the transaction was a gift to a woman, who was at the time under the disability of
coverture. If it were not the intention of the donor to give her a separate estate in the
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property, and to bar the marital rights of the husband, why was the deed made to her?‖
Further, ―the relation of the parties …(was) a voluntary gift from a parent to a married
daughter, founded upon the consideration of natural love and affection. The object
doubtless, in making the deed to her, was to provide for the comfortable support and
maintenance of her and her children, and to guard against the casualties which might
befall the husband's fortune.‖ All in all, Dupont concluded that is was clear that a
separate estate had been created in Caroline as to the property in question and that,
therefore, Henry had no authority to deed or mortgage her property without her consent. 50
The Abernathy, Maiben, Sanderson, and Tyson decisions and dissents illustrate
how the estate of marriage and the rights of persons involved in a marriage were
understood in Florida. Justices Baltzell and Dupont differed on the outcomes of each of
these cases because they fundamentally disagreed over the extent of the rights they
believed women should have and the extent to which they believed husbands should be
permitted to exercise patriarchal control over their wives.51 Baltzell was quick to apply
the letter of the law and hold that the MWPA did not apply retroactively to any property
rights relating back to 1845 or before, and was, in those cases, unwilling to invoke equity
jurisdiction in any meaningful way by finding that married women‘s property had been
protected by a separate estate. As to property rights that arose after 1845, he was a strict
constructionist of the MWPA, in all cases finding that women‘s property was protectable
under the law but, under the facts of each case, was not, in fact, protected because of a
failure to comply with one or more provisions of the MWPA. Dupont stated his view

50

Tyson, at key cite 13, 14.

51

Bardaglio, ibid.; Kerber, ibid.; Lebsock, Free Women of Petersburg, ibid.
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that the intent of the parties rather than the explicit language should be taken into account
in evaluating whether a separate estate had been validly created, so it is not surprising
that he was willing to find separate estates in situations where Baltzell would not. Baltzell
generally ruled that husbands had authority to convey or mortgage property brought into
the marriage by their wives, and so he was willing to prefer the rights of husbands and
their creditors over the rights of married women and those who claimed through or under
wives.
The effect of Baltzell‘s opinions was to presumably make credit more available
since creditors could be more assured that the deed or mortgage they got from a husband
would be honored in a Florida court. Dupont was more conservative and traditional, and
preferred the rights of those who claimed through or under married women who held
separate estates in property. But, in all cases, Dupont adhered to the more traditional,
common law view of marriage in which the legal identity of a married woman became
merged into that of her husband through coverture, with married women being frail and
delicate and needing the protection of a husband. He also was more willing to draw the
line much more in favor of married women to protect wives from abuse, coercion and
fraud by husbands.
Law relating to divorce is also instructive to aid in understanding the relationship
of men and women in antebellum Florida. Marriage was hard on the frontier, and the
patriarchal structure of society contributed to the difficulty, especially when men failed to
give adequate support and protection to their wives. When marriage proved difficult, the
options for the parties were few. Some men and women obtained divorces, but divorces
were hard to obtain. The Territorial Council of Florida recognized that local courts had
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jurisdiction to grant divorces, but access to local courts was difficult and costly, so the
Council acting in its own name during its term from 1821 through 1845 granted divorces
in forty-five cases, twenty-eight of which were granted to women. Almost half of the
divorces were granted in the years 1832 and 1835, and divorces continued to be granted
up to 1845 when the Territorial Council concluded its business upon the admission of
Florida to statehood.
Generally, men were granted divorces upon a showing that their wives were
guilty of ―conjugal infidelity‖ or had ―violated her matrimonial bonds.‖ 52 Many wives
granted divorces showed that their husbands had deserted and failed to support her and
any children of the marriage. Less often, wives were granted divorces on a showing that
their husbands were extremely cruel, or had taken up with another woman openly and
notoriously, or posed a danger to his family, or was a habitual drunkard or was
exceedingly intemperate.53 At least one Florida Supreme Court decision determined that

52

For example, the 1825 session of the Territorial Council granted divorces to three men and one woman.
The act granting a divorce to James M. Mc. Intosh from Elizabeth Aiken McIntosh provided:‖ WHEREAS,
it is represented to this present Legislative Council, that Elizabeth Mc. Intosh, who, before her
intermarriage with James M. M'Intosh, was named Elizabeth Aikin, has violated her conjugal fidelity to her
said husband, (who is a resident of Monroe County in this Territory) in a most public and shameful manner;
and whereas, the said James M. M'Intosh, has petitioned to be divorced from his aforesaid wife; therefore
for the relief of the said James M. M'Intosh.
Be it enacted by the Governor and Legislative Council of the Territory of Florida, That the marriage of
James M. M'Intosh aforesaid, with Elizabeth his wife, formerly Elizabeth Aikin, be, and the same is hereby
dissolved, and the said James M. M'Intosh is hereby released, from all civil, or moral obligation, to
contribute any money or other thing to the support or maintenance, of the said Elizabeth, during their
natural lives, or the natural life of either of them.‖
53

For example, the 1825 act of the Territorial Council granting divorce for Charlotte Courter from Isaac
Courter provided:
‖WHEREAS it is represented to this present Legislative Council, that Charlotte Courter of Nassau County
of this Territory, is the lawful wife of one Isaac K. Courter, and that the said Isaac is an habitual drunkard,
idle and dissolute, and contributes nothing to the support of his aforesaid wife, engaging and employing
himself in attending upon and frequenting the company of profligate and ill-famed women; and whereas the
said Charlotte Courter hath petitioned to be divorced from her aforesaid husband, as well as to be restored
to the name which she bore before her intermarriage with the said Isaac, therefore,
Be it enacted by the Governor and Legislative Council of the Territory of Florida. That the marriage of the
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divorces granted by the Territorial Council were void after 1828 since the same
Territorial Council had adopted a divorce law that vested exclusive jurisdiction for the
granting of divorces in local courts, a result that obviously worked severe hardship on
women who thought they had done everything appropriate to be married but found a
technicality that deprived them of even dower rights in property of a man with whom
they had lived for many years.54
The Territorial Council recognized that granting divorces should be the province
of the judiciary, and so, after several piecemeal attempts to formulate a law of marriage
and divorce, completed its work in 1828 by adopting its comprehensive law of divorce. 55
Until 1835, Florida allowed divorces of two types. The first type, divorce a vinculo
matrimonii, was an absolute form of divorce that made the marriage so dissolved a
nullity. Among other things, divorces a vinculo matrimonii restored to a wife all of her
former property. The second type, divorce a mensa et thoro, or a divorce from bed and
board was a limited or qualified form of divorce akin to a legal separation.56 Divorce

said Charlotte Courter, with Isaac K. Courter, be and the same is hereby dissolved, and the aforesaid
Charlotte is hereby released from all allegiance, fidelity, or obligation to him the said Isaac.
Sec. 2. And be it further enacted, That the aforesaid Charlotte Courter, shall from and after the passage of
this act, be called and known by the name of Charlotte Smith, and by the name Charlotte Smith, during her
natural life, or so much thereof as she shall remain unmarried, may sue, or be sued, plead, or be impleaded,
defend, or be defended, purchase, or sell, inherit, or devise, and may do all other things which natural
persons may, can, or of right ought to do, free from the molestation, claim or hindrance, of the aforesaid
Isaac K. Courter, and of all and every person or persons whatsoever.‖
54

Ponder v. Graham, 4 Fla. 23, 1851 WL 1091 (Fla., 1851). The Court‘s reasoning was that marriage was
a matter of contract, and that laws dissolving the marriage relationship impaired the marriage contract and
were therefore unconstitutional under the U.S. Constitution. The Court agreed that one in Archibald‘s
position would be liable to creditors of Mary for any of her debts since he would be estopped to deny that
she was his ―wife‖, but that no amount of claiming that she was his wife would make her actually his wife.
Therefore, Mary was deprived of any interest in the estate of Archibald.
55

1828 Laws of Florida, passed October 29, 1828, and amended by Acts of the Governor and Legislative
Council of the Territory of Florida (1835), 13 th Session, Chapter 849, pages 310-311.
56

Bardaglio, ibid., 32-33; Lebsock, The Free Women of Petersburg, 69.
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from bed and board meant that the parties had no further obligation to each other, but
could not legally remarry. According to the 1828 law, the grounds for divorce were
limited to unlawful consanguinity, natural impotence, adultery, desertion for a three year
period, bigamy or extreme cruelty.57 In 1835, the Territorial Council approved changes
to the divorce law to no longer permit divorce from bed and board and to expand the
grounds for divorces a vinculo matrimonii to include extreme cruelty in either party, or
for the habitual indulgence of violent and ungovernable temper, or for habitual
intemperance, or for willful obstinate and continued desertion by either party for the term
of a year.58
Historians have noted that divorce laws in the South became more favorable to
women in certain respects during the antebellum period. Both Peter Bardaglio and Jane
Turner Censer have noted that the grounds for divorce were expanded, and the concept of
cruelty required for divorce was enlarged in most of the Southern states to allow ―mental
cruelty‖ or ―personal indignities‖ to be grounds for divorce in addition to physical cruelty
and violence that had been formerly required. However, Censer has also noted that
Southern judges applied the expanded concept of personal indignities in a relativistic, or
class biased, manner. Thus, Southern women who could demonstrate that they were
well-bred, ladylike and submissive, were more likely to be able to show that they had
been wronged by their husbands and had suffered personal indignities, than poorer
women. Censer argues that wealthier women should expect more abuse and indignity

57

See Appendix B for a chart that describes the grounds for and effects of divorce set forth in the 1828 and
1835 divorce laws.
58

Acts of the Governor and Legislative Council of the Territory of Florida (1835), 13 th Session, Chapter
849, pages 310 and 311.
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from their less well bred husbands.59 Suzanne Lebsock has written that women in
Petersburg, Virginia had difficulty in obtaining divorces largely because of Virginia‘s
restrictive laws which allowed bed and board divorces after 1827 and did not allow full
divorces until the 1850s. Therefore, Petersburg women who needed relief from their
marriages had to resort to separation agreements that created or continued separate estates
in the wife‘s property.60 Women in South Carolina could not obtain any type of divorce
until after the Civil War. Whether Florida women were better off than their counterparts
in other Southern states is hard to determine, but Florida at least had a law on the books
and allowed for divorces almost from the beginning of the existence of the Territory.
The first true divorce case that reached the Supreme Court was Chaires v. Chaires
(1863).61 The wife, Mary, alleged that a divorce a vinculo should be granted from her
husband, Benjamin, on the grounds of his extreme cruelty and total abandonment. The
wife requested an award of alimony, and for an award for maintenance during the time
during which the lawsuit was being resolved and for her costs of the suit. The trial court
in Leon County granted the divorce and granted permanent alimony of $1000 but made
no other awards to the wife. The husband appealed the award of permanent alimony on
the basis that the divorce law did not allow for an award of alimony except in certain
cases, none of which applied in Chaires.

Justice Dupont, writing for the Court,

59

Bardaglio, ibid., 32-33; Jane Turner Censer, ―‘Smiling Through Her Tears‘: Ante-Bellum Southern
Women and Divorce‖ The American Journal of Legal History 25 (January 1981): 24-47; Nancy F. Cott,
―Marriage and Women‘s Citizenship in the United States, 1830-1934‖ The American Historical Review
103, No.5 (December 1998): 1440-1474; and Hendrik Hartog, ―Lawyering, Husbands‘ Rights, and the
‗Unwritten Law‘ in Nineteenth-Century America,‖ The Journal of American History 84, No. 1 (June 1997):
67-96.
60

Lebsock, The Free Women of Petersburg, ibid., 69-72.

61

Chaires v. Chaires, 10 Fla. 308, 1863 WL 1016 (Fla., 1863).
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determined that the husband‘s appeal should fail on the basis that a court‘s authority to
grant alimony was, by inference if not by express language in the statute, an incident of
the court‘s authority to grant a divorce. Because the normal theory of marriage was that a
wife had no separate assets, the husband normally had to pay for her costs and expenses
from the time that the divorce action was commenced. Dupont extended that normal rule
to provide that even if the wife had her own separate estate in property which was
adequate to provide her comfortable support, the trial court‘s award of alimony should
not be disturbed unless the award was clearly excessive or inadequate. 62
The Supreme Court‘s decision in Lignoski v. Bruce (1859) may provide some
final insight into the Court‘s view of marriage and appropriate behavior by women.63
The case involved a suit on a note made by Eliza Bruce payable to Caroline Lignoski,
and involved only the question of whether the husband of the Caroline Lignoski could
bring suit to enforce payment of the note in his own name without suing in his and her
names jointly. Justice Dupont construed the MWPA to require the wife‘s joinder in any
such suit, even if the wife‘s separate property was held by the husband as trustee for his
wife. On that ground, the Court upheld Bruce‘s demurrer to the suit since Caroline
Lignoski was not a party thereto.64 Justice Dupont commented favorably about the
manner in which the MWPA restricted the rights of married women to property because
that law required the joinder and consent of the husband to sales of a wife‘s separate

62

Chaires, ibid., at key cite 6.

63

B.R. Lignoski, for the use of Andrew O‘Brien v. Eliza A. Bruce, 8 Fla. 269, 1859 WL 2320 (Fla., 1859)
(cited herein as Lignoski).
64

The term ―demurrer‖ refers to a pleading filed by one party in a lawsuit that objects to or disagrees with a
pleading filed by an opposing party in the same lawsuit.
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property, required him to bring lawsuits on her behalf, and disallowed any litigation
between spouses:
We are inclined to look upon these enactments as highly beneficial to
society. In this age of extravagant and other reckless speculation, when
fortunes are won and lost in a day, surely something should be done to
protect the innocent and the helpless, and we can conceive of no surer
means of bringing these enactments into disrepute and of ultimately
affecting their repeal and total abrogation than by pushing them to
extremes. It is revolting to the sentiments of a refined people that the law
should be so interpreted as to set up an ““imperium in imperio” and thus
subvert the foundation of the matrimonial relation. The entire
independence of the wife as a suitor in the public tribunals, besides its
revolting indelicacy, would doubtless become the fruitful source of
discord in the family and engender dissensions for which no protection of
her interests would afford any adequate compensation. The legislation of
our State on this subject, we think, has struck the happy mean between the
extreme exactions of the common law and the demoralizing radicalism of
‗woman's rights.‘65
Aside from the weighty and important legal issues considered by the antebellum
Florida Supreme Court, the court‘s decisions open a window on the life of women during
the time. As previously noted, a number of efforts were made by fathers or brothers to
create separate estates in favor of daughters or sisters, but in virtually all cases, Florida‘s
Supreme Court justices found reasons -- most of which seem spurious to modern readers
-- to invalidate efforts to create separate estates.66

The usual beneficiary of such

decisions was the creditors of the husband of the unfortunate daughter/sister.

It is

striking, though not surprising, how the case reports indicate efforts to create separate
estates were done without the apparent involvement of the woman in question. The usual

65

Lignoski, ibid., at key cite 3. The term ―imperium in imperio‖ is ―kingdom within a kingdom‖; the term
―prochien ami‖ is another term for ―next friend‖.
66

See Table 25, and summaries of cases including Summeral v. Thoms (1850), Kent v. Lyon (1852), Lines
v. Darden (1853), Mercer v. Hooker (1853), and Craig v. Gamble (1854), in addition to the cases discussed
earlier in this section.
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conversation seems to have been between the woman‘s father and her husband, or
perhaps between the woman‘s male relatives and a male trustee that they sought to
appoint for her property.67 Occasionally, the attempted agreement of a woman to a
contract or debt worked to the detriment of her creditor or one who sought to purchase
from her.
The main effect of those cases was to put Floridians on notice that if they did
business with a married woman, then the burden of proof would be on them to show that
the women had complied with every legal requirement. These decisions effectively told
men to just do business with other men, even if a woman‘s theoretical assets were
involved.68

Supreme Court case reports show that economic dislocation, mobility,

transience, all promoting isolation on Florida‘s frontier, adversely affected all involved,
with women being most vulnerable to violence and economic hardships. Women rarely
had someone willing to stand up for their interests in court, as seen by the generally poor
results women got, whereas slaves could count on generally favorable treatment even
where they were accused of rape or running a gambling operation. Slaves generally had a
master interested in protecting his economic interest and advancing various legal theories
as to why their slaves could not be held legally responsible for their actions.69

67

See Table 25, and summary of cases including Lindsay v. Platt (1860) in which father and husband
agreed on payment that ended up depriving woman in question of her share of father‘s estate.
68

See Table 25, and summary of cases including Lewis v. Yale (1852) where a woman‘s contract to pay a
lawyer was deemed unenforceable, and Craig v. Gamble (1854) where a woman‘s sale of a horse was
deemed invalid without her husband‘s consent and joinder.
69

See Table 25, and summary of cases including State v. Charles (1847) where slave not convicted of
raping a lower class white woman; Luke v. State (1853) where a slave found not guilty of killing a
neighbor‘s animal when, despite Luke‘s admission, it was determined that he was acting on his master‘s
orders; and Murray v. State (1860), where Clem, a slave, was found legally in capable of running a
gambling operation since he had no authority to own the property where the gambling operation was held.
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The law of Florida, particularly as it was interpreted by the Florida Supreme
Court, upheld patriarchal society. Laws allowing divorces and giving married women
certain property rights were in place, often before similar laws in other jurisdictions, but
the promise of those laws to extend women‘s rights was not realized during the
antebellum period. Therefore, it remained for women to make the best lives they could
under existing circumstances. Usually, this meant being married and hoping for a good
match with a husband who would treat her with love and respect. A smaller number of
women were able to achieve some autonomy through their participation in Florida‘s
economy, whether while married or after the death of their husband.
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Chapter 4: The Economy and Women‘s Autonomy: A New Vision for What Women‘s
Roles and Influence Could Be?

The dominance of slave-based plantation agriculture, the lack of urbanization and
commercial infrastructure, and the slow growth of institutions in antebellum Alachua
County restricted the opportunities for women to exercise leadership or autonomy in the
public sphere. The charitable and educational organizations that were prominent in
women‘s exercise of influence in Suzanne Lebsock‘s Petersburg did not exist in
antebellum Alachua County.

There is some evidence that women played roles in

religious institutions in the county, but even these roles seem subordinated to those
played by males.

Women‘s role in production of agricultural products on most

plantations and farms was critical to the success of households, but those roles did not
result in a weakening of the patriarchal control men had over households in antebellum
Alachua County.

Some women and their families of origin sought to utilize legal

protections of married women‘s property rights through the creation of separate estates,
but we have seen that resort to possible legal protections did not always have the intended
effect of protecting married women‘s property, whether for the benefit of the woman
involved or to preserve the assets of and for her family of origin.1

1

Different historians have written about the motivations of different persons in creating separate estates,
but there is little clue on the creation of separate estate issue in Florida. For example, Suzanne Lebsock
wrote that some women in Petersburg managed to acquire separate estates in property when their husbands
were in some difficult situation, Free Women of Petersburg, ibid., 77-79. The facts summarized in the
several Florida Supreme Court cases that involved the issue of separate estates indicate that separate estates
were more likely to have been created at or prior to the time of marriage with the mixed benefit of a family
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In the nineteenth century in Alachua County, the South and the nation generally,
one clear opportunity for women to be free of the direct control of a husband was to
either remain single for life or to not remarry upon the death of a husband. It was very
hard—indeed, countercultural—for young women, particularly those in the South, to
make and stand by a decision to remain single or for a young widow, especially if she had
young children, to remain unmarried.2 Older widows who had no children to support,
though, often determined to not remarry as the Civil War approached. The number and
percentage of households in Alachua County that were headed by women rose steadily
during the antebellum period, and it is to that group of households that we will look to see
whether females who headed households were able to exert influence in ways that their
married sisters did not. Census information reveals that by 1860, women who headed
households in the county were still less likely than male heads of household to own land,
but the gap was diminishing. Women who headed households in 1860 were slightly
more likely to own at least one slave than the county‘s male heads of household. Further,
many women who headed households had kinship networks that could be helpful to them
in their efforts to make their way in the world. Nevertheless, the large majority of
woman-headed households in the county appeared to exist on the margins of society, at

of origin giving their daughter being married a good start on married life and also to protect those assets
against the vagaries of a spendthrift or merely unfortunate husband or a chaotic economy.
2

Anya Jabour, ―‘It Will Never Do for Me to be Married‘: The Life of Laura Wirt Randall‖ Journal of the
Early Republic 17, No. 2 (Summer, 1997), 193-236. Jabour notes that Laura Wirt Randall, a well educated
young woman from a moderately well to do family from Virginia and Washington, D.C. made a pact with
her best friend to always remain single, but both ended up married to men who took them far away from
family and friends. Laura had to move to the frontier of Middle Florida where her short remaining life as a
wife—she died at 30—was spent birthing three children, attending to the onerous social obligations of a
young plantation mistress, and managing her plantation household. All while her husband was often absent
on political or professional obligations.
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least as measured by their reported assets, and to survive only with the help of family or
others.
Since the work of each household and the county‘s economy are the spheres in
which Alachua County women were heavily involved and made significant contributions,
a brief look at the county‘s economy is warranted. The two primary measures of wealth
in the pre-Civil War South were real property and slaves. In many parts of the South,
including Alachua County, livestock was also an important asset to many. Commercial
activity in antebellum Alachua County developed only to support the plantation owners
and farmers of the county, and no industrial activity was reported in the county in the preCivil War period. In Alachua County, real property was more widely owned than were
slaves. During the 1850s, the number of slaves in the county increased rapidly, primarily
because larger slaveholders brought slaves to their new landholdings in the county and
increased their holdings and, to a lesser extent, because an increasing number of heads of
households in the county became slaveholders.

Real property ownership, however,

increased as more and more households owned real property and as the value of their
land holdings increased in value.
Census data from 1850 and 1860 indicates that the percentage of households that
owned no land decreased from approximately 60% in 1850 to 37% in 1860; for womanheaded households, the households that owned no land decreased from 80% in 1850 to
53% in 1860. Not surprisingly, farmers were more likely to own land than persons
whose occupation was listed in census reports as something other than farmer. In 1850,
nearly 43% of farmer headed households were landowners, while only 37% of nonfarmer households were landowners. In 1850, women who headed households did not
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have occupations listed, but of all women who headed households, only 20% were
landowners. By 1860, the percentage of landowning households advanced to nearly 66%
of farmer headed households and almost 52% of non-farmer headed households. The
value of landholdings also increased during the 1850s.

In 1850, farmer headed

households who owned land having a value of at least $1,000 constituted nearly 18% of
such households, but by 1860, the percentage of such households had increased to over
45%. In 1850, only one woman (4%) who headed a household owned land valued at
$1,000 or more, but by 1860, the percentage of such households had risen to 30%. Nonfarmer headed households that owned lands with a value of at least $1,000 rose from a
little over 11% in 1850 to nearly 29% in 1860.3
Alachua County farms grew rapidly in size and value during the 1850s. Farms in
the county were relatively small prior to the 1850s, averaging less than 40 acres of
improved land in 1850, but the average amount of improved acreage of farms more than
tripled during the 1850s. The value of farms in the county grew even more dramatically,
from an average value of less than $700 in 1850 to nearly $4,700 by 1860, a nearly 600%
increase in value.4

3

1850 Census and 1860 Census.

4

1850 Census and 1860 Census. See Table 4 infra.
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TABLE 4: Agricultural Values and Acreage for Florida and Alachua County, Florida:
1850 and 1860 based on U.S. Census Information 5
1850
Florida

Total Farms
Value of
livestock
Average $ value
livestock per
farm
Value farm
implements and
machinery
Cash value of
farms
Average $ cash
value per farm
Acres improved
land
Average
improved acres of
land per farm
Acres
unimproved land

1850
Alachua
County

4,143
2,880,058

233
167,079

695.16

717.08

658,795

27,239

6,323,109

162,173

1,526.22

696.02

349,049

9,270

84.25
1,246,240

Rank
Alachua
County
among 28
Florida
counties

9
8

1860 Florida

1860
Alachua
County

Rank
Alachua
County
among 38
Florida
counties

6,396
5,553,356

300
330,938

868.25

1,103.13

10

900,669

87,924

4

10

16,435,727

1,403,602

6

2,569.69

4,678.67

654,213

37,326

39.79

102.28

124.42

46,234

2,266,015

153,775

10

9
7

7

Livestock, primarily milk cows and other cattle, was increasingly important in Alachua
County as the value of livestock increased from an average of $717.08 for each farm in
the county in 1850 to an average of $1,103.13 per farm in 1860. Alachua County had
historically had much land that was primarily suitable for grazing of livestock, but during
the 1850s, even as the plantation economy was gaining a firm foothold in the county,

5

U.S. Federal Manuscript Agricultural Censuses, 1850 and 1860, Florida, U.S. Bureau of the Census,
Population of the United States in 1850 and 1860. NOTE: Florida trailed other Southern states in cash
value of farms—Texas and Arkansas farms had cash value approximately 2 ½ times the value of Florida
farms in 1850. Though Florida farm value increased in 1860, the gap between Florida and other Southern
states grew even more rapidly, as Texas and Arkansas farms were more than 5 times more valuable than
Florida farms in 1860. In 1860, five Southern states had total farm cash values in excess of $200,000,000.
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livestock values increased more rapidly in Alachua County than in Florida overall during
the 1850s.
The number of slaves in the county exploded from 1850 to 1860, and the
concentration of slaves in a smaller percentage of households also occurred, but slaves
were still more broadly held in Alachua County than in the South as a whole. Census
data from 1830 through 1860 for Alachua County indicate that, except in the anomalous
year of 1840, nearly two-thirds of county households did not own slaves, with the
percentage on non-slaveholders actually rising from 62% in 1850 to 67% in 1860,
although much of that increase in percentage of non-slaveholding households occurring
because non-farmer headed households were much more likely in 1860 to own no slaves
than in 1850. Although the percentage of non-slaveholding households in the county
remained high throughout the pre-Civil War period, the percentage and number of
planters increased dramatically.6

This increase in slaveholdings by planters largely

accounts for the nearly 500% increase in the number of slaves in the County from 1850 to
1860. The number of planters in 1830 was 3 (or 1.86% of all households), 6 in 1840 (or
3.41% of all households), 12 in 1850 (or 4.30% of all households, and 4.98 % of all
farmer headed households), and 55 in 1860 (or 7.97% of all households and 12.10% of all
farmer headed households). The number of women planters in 1850 was 2 (or 8% of
woman-headed households) and in 1860 were 6 (or 8.22%).
The county‘s economy diversified to some extent as growth occurred and the
county prospered during the 1850s, but all of the county economy was either based or
6

The term ―planter‖ is often used to indicate a landowner who owned at least 20 slaves. A summary of the
―artificial quota‖ used by many historians to establish who is a planter is set forth in Bruce Collins, White
Society in the Antebellum South (London and New York: Longman Group, 1985): 15-23. Although not all
historians have accepted the ―20-slave equals a planter‖ definition, most seem to have done so.
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driven by agriculture. The 1850 census indicate the occupation of all males in the
county, and the 1860 census shows occupations of all persons. In 1860, Alachua County
women who headed households were somewhat less likely to be farmers (the occupation
of 75.36% of male heads of household and only 61.64% of women household heads), or
merchants (4.35% of men, but only 2 women, or 2.74%, both of whom were boarding
house operators), or professionals (6.09% of male heads of household and 0 women), or
artisans/laborers (14.2% of male household heads as opposed to 10.96% of women).
TABLE 5: Occupations of persons in Alachua County, Florida: 1850 and 18607
1850:
persons in
this
occupation

% of all 1850
employed
persons in
this category

1860—male
heads of
household
employed in
this
occupation

1860—female
heads of
household
employed in
this
occupation

1860--nonheads of
household
employed in
this
occupation

% of 1860
employed
persons
employed in
this category

Farmer (1)

276

62.87%

520

45

10

51.57%

Merchant (2)
Professional
(3)
Artisan/
Laborer (4)
No occupation
Total

7
13

1.59%
2.96%

30
42

2
0

2
29

3.05%
6.37%

105

23.92%

98

8

311

37.4%

38
439

8.66%

0

18
1,115

0

1.61%

Nearly a quarter of all female heads of household, however, were listed as having ―no
occupation,‖ a category in which no men were included. There was no manufacturing of
any kind. All persons employed as professionals, artisans, or laborers, all worked in or
supported the agricultural economy.

7

1850 and 1860 Manuscript Census. NOTES: (1) Farmers include persons listed as farmers and overseers.
(2) Merchants include persons whose occupation is listed as merchant, boarding house operators, grocers
and business owners. (3) Professionals include lawyers, physicians, judges, teachers, superintendents, and
law and medical students. (4) Artisans include large number of farm and day laborers (75 of 105 artisans in
the 1850 Census were ―laborers‖, while 249 of 311 non-head of household artisans in the 1860 Census
were farm or day laborers), and smaller, though significant, numbers of clerks, carpenters, wheelwrights,
coopers, millers, tinners, blacksmiths, painters, gunsmiths, masons, tailors, washers and ironers,
seamstresses and the like.
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The nature and development of the economy of the South and the role of women
in the economy has been debated and discussed by historians and economists for a
number of years, but historical works on the antebellum economy rarely discuss Florida,
given that the state developed late and relatively slowly.8 A limited number of historical
works address Florida‘s economy during the antebellum period, but women do not play
any discernible role in these works. Julia Floyd Smith‘s Slavery and Plantation Growth
in Antebellum Florida, written in the early 1970s, was primarily as an exploration of how
slavery worked in Florida.9 Smith‘s work described how plantations worked, mostly in
the upper Middle Florida area (not specifically including Alachua County), how lands
were bought and sold, how the economy developed, and what social and cultural
institutions grew up around the institution of slavery.

Lynn Willoughby‘s Fair to

Middlin‟: The Antebellum Cotton Trade of the Apalachicola/Chattahoochee River Valley
relates to economic, social and cultural developments of the cotton economy in an area

8

As examples, see, Gavin Wright, The Political Economy of the Cotton South: Households, Markets, and
Wealth in the Nineteenth Century (New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 1975): 15-24, 65, discusses
Florida only by indicating in two maps that Florida was part of his ―coastal plain‖ area characterized by
sandy or sandy-loam soils that were below average in fertility; and see Eugene D. Genovese, Roll, Jordan,
Roll: The World the Slaves Made (New York: Pantheon Books, 1972): 400, 401, 411, mentions Florida
only to indicate the very small number of free blacks who resided in Florida and to note Genovese‘s view
that the Second Seminole War was a ―Negro war‖ rather than an ―Indian war.‖; and see Frank L. Owsley,
Plain Folk of the Old South (Baton Rouge, Louisiana: Louisiana State University Press, 1949; reprint
Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1961): 28-30, 42-44, 49-51, 58-61, which refers to Florida as a frontier to
which herdsmen drove their cattle after being driven out by agricultural settlers, and as a place of ―pine
lands …[that] were peculiarly fitted for a pastoral economy…‖ as borne out by Census returns that Florida,
along with Texas, ranked ahead of all other states in per capita valuation of livestock; and see Jonathan
Daniel Wells, The Origins of the Southern Middle Class: 1800-1861 (Chapel Hill, North Carolina and
London: The University of North Carolina Press, 2004): 164, 165, 170 and 176, which sets Florida in the
context of other Southern states in terms of information derived from Census reports regarding urban
population, foreign born population, the capital of Southern manufacturing enterprises and value of
manufactured products, and the numbers of schools and newspapers. In virtually all of the categories listed
by Wells, Florida lagged other Southern states, generally by a wide margin.
9

Julia Floyd Smith, Slavery and Plantation Growth in Antebellum Florida: 1821-1860 (Gainesville,
Florida: University of Florida Press, 1973).
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that includes parts of southeast Alabama, southwest Georgia and the panhandle of
Florida.10 Willoughby discussed the manner in which cotton was traded, contracted and
paid for, and transported over land to wharves and rail depots in an area that was similar
to the lower Middle Florida area that included Alachua County. In neither work are
women mentioned or their role in the economy discussed.
The historical literature relating to the role of women in the Southern economy
has also developed over time. One of the earliest works dealing with Southern women is
Eleanor Boatwright‘s Status of Women in Georgia, 1783-1860, a work not published until
more than fifty years after its completion but well ahead of its time in describing
women‘s work and place in civil, political and family antebellum society.11 Boatwright
described the work of plantation mistresses and of the wives of small farmers, including
the management of agricultural enterprises by some women. In antebellum Georgia,
some women were teachers and governesses, but such positions were neither well
respected nor well paid.

Other antebellum women engaged in other occupations,

including seamstressing, keeping boarding houses and operating taverns, and working in
Georgia‘s nascent textile industry. Boatwright noted the thousands of people who were
―misfits‖ in society and how some leaders saw the need to provide work for such
persons.12 Alachua County differed from Boatwright‘s Georgia at least in that Georgia‘s
economy was more diversified, and in that the longer time during which Georgia had
existed gave it more time to develop poor relief and charitable organizations. It certainly
10

Lynn Willoughby, Fair to Middlin‟: The Antebellum Cotton Trade of the Apalachicola/Chattahooche
River Valley (Tuscaloosa, Alabama and London: The University of Alabama Press, 1993).
11

Eleanor Miot Boatwright, Status of Women in Georgia, 1783-1860 (Brooklyn, New York: Carlson
Publishing, 1994, reprint of an M.A. thesis written in 1939).
12

Boatwright, ibid., 91-110.
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stands to reason that there were Alachua County women who existed on the margins, but
the lack of poor relief or similar institutions make it difficult to identify who or how
many of those women there were or how they interacted with the rest of county society.
Victoria Bynum wrote about marginalized women, including those who rebelled
against or publicly complained about misbehaving or abusive men and those who flouted
prevailing sexual or social conventions in Unruly Women: The Politics of Social &
Sexual Control in the Old South.13 Bynum analyzed census records, public documents
including judgments, deeds and wills, and private correspondence to show how the
women in the three North Carolina Piedmont counties that she studied were not merely
passive victims, but rather were actors who had ability to shape their lives. Among her
findings was that, in 1860, the percentage of female-headed households in her three
subject counties ranged from 11.5% to 16.7% of all households, percentages only a little
greater than in 1860 Alachua County. The counties Bynum studied were different than
Alachua County in that, among other things, they had been settled for longer periods of
time than Alachua County had, were somewhat more economically advanced, had some
manufacturing employment available to single women, and had many more free blacks.
Bynum notes that the widespread ownership of property and the need to protect property
rights led to changing of laws, establishment of separate estates by women, and to many
women being unmarried. Unmarried women without property ―had no place or function

13

Victoria E. Bynum, Unruly Women: The Politics of Social & Sexual Control in the Old South (Chapel
Hill, North Carolina and London: The University of North Carolina Press, 1992).
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in southern society‖ and were more frequently on the margins or among the outcasts of
society.14
Kristen Wood writes about how slaveholding widows in the antebellum South
caused serious problems for the prevailing patriarchal southern social structure.15 She
notes that widowhood in the antebellum South usually resulted in women being socially
marginal and even destitute, but that some widows retained economic, social and political
privilege. The privileged position generally resulted from women inheriting, or owning,
slaves because such ownership meant that such a woman was a master, a group normally
reserved for white males.

However, women as masters posed problems for the

patriarchal society of the South, and slave-holding widows were not accorded the same
rights and privileges as male masters.

Not all slave-owning widows became self

sufficient or successful, since different widows were differently suited to manage their
slaves and farms, depending in large part on their age, resilience, training, closeness to
kinfolks and others who could assist their management of farms, and the extent to which
the woman was a ―lady‖. Even the most capable widows, though, could not exercise the
mastery over slaves that a white male could since they were less likely to whip slaves or
to exercise sexual domination over slaves. She comments that widows tended to see

14

Ibid., 60-86, 89-94. Susanna Delfino and Michele Gillespie, editors, Neither Lady nor Slave: Working
Women of the Old South (Chapel Hill, North Carolina and London: The University of North Carolina Press,
2002). Delfino and Gillespie collected and edited a series of articles, primarily about working women in
the urban, industrial South. They note, however, that much of women‘s work in the antebellum South was
invisible and unpaid, but was nevertheless critical to the success or survival or many households. The
articles seek to point out that women developed strategies aimed at achieving a balance between personal
independence and the preservation of traditional spheres of authority ―which could only be retained through
service to their families and social respectability.‖ at 2.
15

Wood, Masterful Women, ibid.; and Kristen E. Wood, ―Broken Reeds and Competent Farmers:
Slaveholding Widows in the Southeastern United States, 1783-1861,‖ Journal of Women‟s History 13 No.
2 (Summer 2001): 34-57.
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themselves as motivated by ―obligation, self-sacrifice and duty‖ rather than ―autonomy,
self-determination

and willfulness.‖ Wood has relatively less to say about yeoman

farmer widows, but she does note that the ownership of a few slaves by such yeoman
farmer widows did not leave such women particularly well off since there were usually
debts to repay and since the yeoman wife could not replace her deceased husband‘s work
with her own.16 Yeoman farmer widows in Alachua County experienced many of the
concerns that Wood noted, as several of those whose husbands died in the 1850s were left
to defend lawsuits against their deceased husbands. Those yeomen widows who did not
remarry either brought in laborers to help them with the work that had to be done, or had
older sons or daughters or slaves who could assist with the work. In other cases, such as
Ellen Brown Anderson, of which more will be said later, widows struggled to keep body
and soul together.
Stephanie McCurry‘s Masters of Small Worlds describes antebellum low country
South Carolina relationships between planters and yeoman farmers.17 The republican
ideal of equality, as it developed in low country South Carolina, did not apply to all
persons in society; rather, men were masters within their own spheres of influence, so
that even if plantation owners were masters of South Carolina, yeomen farmers were at
least masters of their own households. Thus, whether or not yeomen farmers owned a
few slaves or not, the male head of such a household was master of everyone else in his
household.

McCurry shows that women‘s work was extremely valuable to enable

yeomen farmers to not only subsist but also to participate in America‘s emerging market

16

17

Ibid., 11-13, 36-38, 104, 125.
McCurry, ibid.
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economy. Not only did yeomen wives and daughters function as mothers and handle
household chores, they took care of poultry production and textile production, all of
which were well known and acknowledged, but they also did significant field work, an
aspect of women‘s work ―that contemporary southerners were entirely unwilling to
acknowledge.‖18 Sons of yeomen farmers were given opportunities to prepare for their
expected future status as independent heads of their own households, but wives and
women were subordinate in every relationship and situation.
The entry of a young Southern woman into adulthood was often marked by
conversion to evangelical Christianity, a rite of passage in which girl‘s struggle to submit
to God‘s will was the ―proper prologue to the submission required of Christian wives.‖19
Even though the evangelical churches that were extremely important in late antebellum
society preached that all were equal before God, the ideal of Christian womanhood that
most women agreed with required that women be submissive to their husbands, but also
gave women hope, self-respect, and a model of female excellence that gave meaning to
women‘s suffering and submission.20 Evangelical religion was strong in Alachua County
even if there were many fewer churches than in Beaufort. McCurry‘s writing about
yeomen women seems to be descriptive of the situation in Alachua County. Alachua
County was less populated and had less well developed institutions than the Beaufort
district that was subject of McCurry‘s study.

Alachua County had a far greater

percentage of white to slave population, and also a less balanced white male to white

18

Ibid., 172-185.

19

Ibid., 85.

20

Ibid., 188-201.

- 118 -

female ratio of population than did Beaufort district. However, yeomen of Alachua
County did live mixed in among the county‘s planters as in Beaufort, and many of the
residents of Alachua County were from South Carolina or related areas. Despite the
distinctions, McCurry‘s conclusions above seem more likely than not to be applicable to
Alachua County.
The most significant study of Florida‘s antebellum social and cultural history,
Edward Baptist‘s Creating an Old South, gives insight into antebellum Florida‘s
economy and women‘s role therein.21 Baptist wrote primarily about male ‗honor‘ and
how it shaped relationships between planters and ‗countrymen‘ in antebellum Middle
Florida. He shows how power shifted from planters as events of the 1830s and 1840s led
to planters having to acknowledge, court and share power with their rougher and less
wealthy white male citizens.22 Baptist described the field labor and child bearing of the
―countrywomen‖ of Middle Florida as being critical for the economic well-being of their
families.23 Baptist shows that countrywomen were hard pressed on the difficult Middle
Florida frontier as many childbirths and the difficult Florida climate took a serious
physical toll, and as the too frequent death of children took a serious emotional toll. The
desire of countrymen to uphold their honor through rough and tumble fighting and their
frustrations at their difficult lives made easier their resort to violence and abuse at home
against the women in their lives.

21

Edward E. Baptist, Creating an Old South: Middle Florida‟s Plantation Frontier before the Civil War
(Chapel Hill and London: University of North Carolina Press, 2002).
22

―Countrymen‖, as used by Baptist, is ―a class of males seeking to be men…‖ who were not, at a
particular point in time, planters. Countrywomen were ―largely invisible.‖Ibid., 38-9.
23

Ibid., 139-145.
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Although the prevailing antebellum ideology posited that women were
subordinate to men, countrywomen, largely due to their economic value to their families,
were known to be rather less submissive than patriarchal theory would have them be.
Violence against women was not infrequent, but women rebelled by engaging in adultery,
seeking divorce, and similar acts. There were a number of charges of adultery and
fornication brought against both men and women in Alachua County that are disclosed by
the Superior Court minutes; the principal manner in which the charges were resolved was
the marriage of those charged with such offenses. Adultery and fornication were charges
brought with relatively greater frequency in Alachua County than in earlier settled parts
of Florida, and that may be a result of either the more open society that prevailed on the
frontier, or it may simply be an anomaly if such crimes against public morality were more
often reported by the particular authorities in Alachua County than in other places. It
may also be that such matters were dealt with privately or by church disciplinary bodies
in more settled locations than Alachua County. Divorces were sought in antebellum
Florida more often than they were granted, and were not sought often. One gruesome
murder in Franklin County, Florida of a wife by her husband was reported in the Florida
Supreme Court, so it is clear that men and women, then as now, were capable of heinous
brutality toward each other.24 Finally, Baptist describes the role of women in knitting
together a community as being the ―glue of the yeomen community‖, through their
participation in churches and their caring for those ill or in childbirth.25

24

O‘Connor v. State, 9 Fla. 214, 1860 WL 2055 (Fla., 1860).

25

Ibid., 150.
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Wilma Dunaway‘s Women, Work, and Family in the Antebellum Mountain South
is a very recent work that thoughtfully analyzes the intersection of gender, class, religion
and the economy in Appalachian counties in nine Southern and border states.26
Dunaway‘s work is instructive even though it deals with a geographic region larger than,
more long settled, and more diverse than Alachua County.

Dunaway argues that

antebellum Appalachian women‘s work was more complex than noted by previous
authors, and included unpaid labor to sustain the household or associated with biological
reproduction and child rearing, wage labor outside the household, business operation
within or without the household, income-earning labors within the informal sector and
unpaid charitable work or community work. Dunaway‘s identification of the various
ways that women worked, while important, does not suggest that women therefore had
more status or influence than has been previously thought. For Dunaway, the ―separate
spheres‖ notion of women‘s household labor being separate from work is misguided and
wrong.27 It seems clear that most of Dunaway‘s categories of women‘s work were also
performed in Alachua County. The available sources make it hard to verify that incomeearning labors within the informal sector were performed in the county, but it stands to
reason that such work was performed by Alachua County women in addition to all other
categories listed by Dunaway.

26

Wilma A. Dunaway, Women, Work, and Family in the Antebellum Mountain South (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2008).
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Ibid., at 9. Alexis de Tocqueville wrote that American women of the 1830s had a great independence
and self-confidence, but that, once married, ―the inexorable opinion of the public carefully circumscribes
her within the narrow circle of domestic interests and duties and forbids her to step beyond it.‖ See Alexis
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The work that women contributed to their households was extremely significant.
Plantation mistresses, such as Laura Wirt Randall, were constantly busy supervising their
household and its staff. They were responsible for supervising the meals and hospitality
for the household, a burden made more difficult by the custom of always being available
for others to drop in unannounced and unexpected and have a meal or even stay for
several days. Plantation mistresses maintained the household vegetable garden, poultry
flock and similar type outdoor work in and around the plantation home. The bore the
children, often on a very regular basis, and had at least some responsibilities for rearing
the children. The mistress often had the responsibility for supervising the running of the
plantation when husbands were away on legal business, on political matters, on military
affairs, or on other matters -- to some extent, the mistress would attempt to follow more
or less explicit instructions from her absent husband, but would always have the face to
face responsibility of supervising the plantation‘s overseers and slaves. The wives of
farmers who were not planters had all the same duties as a plantation mistress, even if
hospitality duties were not as rigorous, plus the duties of working in the fields alongside
her husband and the few slaves the farm might have. Of course, the work of running the
household would often be borne by the wife since household ―staffs‖ were small to nonexistent. The only break that a farmer‘s wife might get would be when she was unable to
work due to pregnancy or early childhood care obligations. Both mistresses and farmer‘s
wives might also contribute textile goods, jellies or other food products, candles or
similar household type products that could be sold for cash or used to barter for goods
that could not be produced on the plantation or farm. Widows had all the foregoing work
to do without the assistance and support of a husband, so she would either need slaves,
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family members, or hired help to assist her in the tasks of running a household on her
own.
At least some women who headed households were planters based on their real
estate holdings and the number of slaves they owned in their own name. In 1830 and
1840, no women owned more than nineteen slaves, and all but one of the other women
slaveholders owned five or fewer slaves.

In 1830, three of seven woman-headed

households owned no slaves, while in 1840 five of seven woman-headed households had
no slaves. By 1850, two woman-headed households (or 8% of such households) owned
more than twenty slaves, while twenty of twenty-five (or 80%) of woman-headed
households owned no slaves. In 1850, Zilpha Stanley‘s ownership of fifty-seven slaves
ranked her as owner of the second most slaves in the county (behind only Bennett Dell,
her neighbor who owned 63 slaves in 1850).

In 1860, six women who headed

households (8.22% of such households) owned twenty or more slaves, while forty-six of
seventy-three women who headed households (63.01% of woman-headed households)
owned no slaves. Therefore, by 1860, the percentage of woman-headed households that
owned at least one slave or who owned twenty or more slaves was comparable to and
slightly higher than percentages of all households. Two of the largest slaveholders in
1860 were unmarried women, including Penelope Stanley who, with 118 slaves, had
inherited much of her wealth from Zilpha Stanley (sometimes known as Zelpha
Standley), her mother-in-law, and Amelia Haile who, with 174 slaves, was the matriarch
of the Haile family which relocated with many slaves from mid-state South Carolina and
owned many acres of land in the county.
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The Standley family, who were early settlers in the county who acquired their
lands and slaves while county residents, and Haile family, who migrated from South
Carolina in the 1850s with slaves in tow, provide typical examples of the different ways
that planters of Alachua County developed their holdings. The members of the Standley
family were early settlers of Alachua County. John Standley, born around 1790 in
coastal Liberty County, Georgia, acquired land from his father in 1815 in Tattnall
County, a southeastern Georgia county of Tattnall northwest of Liberty County and
approximately 50 miles from the Atlantic Ocean. In 1816, he married Zilpha Townsend,
daughter of Light and Phoebe Carter Townsend in McIntosh County, Georgia, the coastal
county immediately south of Liberty County. Light Townsend owned slaves, and moved
from South Carolina, to at least two different locations in Georgia, and then on to at least
two different locations in Florida, presumably responding each time to the opening of
new lands on which he could engage in new cotton farming activities. In the mid-1820s,
John and Zilpha followed her parents to Jefferson County, Florida, one of the earliest
settled Florida counties (located in Middle Florida to the northwest of Alachua County).
By 1830, John and Zilpha had moved again across the Suwannee River to the
Newnansville area of Alachua County. John‘s brother, Jesse Standley, also moved to
Newnansville at around the same time.

The brothers and their wives lived in

Newnansville where John operated a trading post and a boarding house or hotel. John
also served as a private in the Florida militia in the early days of the Second Seminole
War and died in 1837 of ―congestive fever‖. All of his property, consisting of 12 slaves,
200 head of cattle, 50 hogs, 4 horses, 2 mules, assorted furniture and utensils, and $1,000
in cash, all valued at $5,475, was left to Zilpha, then a 37 year old woman.28
28

See Alachua County Connections Database (referred to herein as the ―Connections Database‖) which is
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Zilpha never remarried, but set about extending the considerable assets that John
left to her by acquiring land and slaves.

She also kept her base of operations in

Newnansville, even though her father and other members of the Townsend family had, by
then, moved near Brooksville, just north of Tampa. In Newnansville, she operated a
boarding house in addition to her farming activities and had a reputation as a sharp trader.
There, she built a new hotel building in the mid-1840s, presumably building on the
experience that she gained from her husband‘s operation of a smaller operation in
Newnansville prior to his death. In the 1850 Census, she is listed as head of a household
which included her son and four other adult men, all of whom had different surnames and
were presumably boarders.29 She acquired a 240 acre tract by an 1844 land patent from
the United States. In 1845, she acquired land patents to 400 acres in the West ½ of
Section 17, Township 8 South, Range 19 East and the Northeast ¼ of adjoining Section
18, and to a separate 40 acre parcel less than a mile away from the 400 acre parcel. In
1850 and 1852, she acquired 240 acres more adjacent to the 400 acre plantation, and also
purchased land patents to another 120 acres less than 3 miles to the east. Finally, in 1857,

linked to the Alachua County Clerk of Court Ancient Records project; the Connections Database is found
at http://user.gru.net/jpowelljr/alachua.wbg/. The death of John Standley is described in Motte, ibid., at
108-9.
29

James Willoughby Anderson, Fort King, East Florida, to Ellen Brown Anderson, Newnansville, Florida,
December 23, 1840, (the aunt of Ellen credited with outwitting ―Madame Standley‖) and George Brown,
Newnansville, Florida, to Ellen Anderson, Fort Gratiot, Michigan, June 29, 1846 (―Mrs. Standley is
building a large prime hotel, which will be quite a house—the old lady still drives ahead ‗point blank‘‖).
Denham and Huneycutt, editors, ibid., at 141 and 207. See also the 1850 Census and Table 22 at the end of
this chapter for the names, ages and occupations of the four other men who resided in Zilpha Standley‘s
household. Zilpha also is the only woman mentioned as an independent resident in the county during the
antebellum period in F.W. Buchholz, History of Alachua County, Florida: Narrative and Biographical (St.
Augustine, Florida: The Record Company—Printers, 1929), 150.
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Zilpha bought a final 120 acres adjacent to her main holding in Section 17 which, by
then, constituted 760 acres.30
At the time she was acquiring these lands, she also acquired more slaves, so that
by 1850, she owned 57 slaves.31 Zilpha Standley did not merely buy land on her own;
various relatives of hers also bought lands in the vicinity of lands she acquired. Her
sister-in-law, Dicy, and her nephew, Thomas, bought lands within one mile of Zilpha‘s
primary holdings in the Newnansville area. Her son, John, was a significant landowner
who acquired land patents from the United States covering over 4,500 acres in Alachua
County and many thousands more, primarily in Gilchrist County immediately west of
Alachua County and within several miles of Newnansville.32

Zilpha‘s record of

accomplishment indicates that she was a remarkable woman, more aggressive and
successful than all but a few people of her time, male or female. Her family background
does not indicate how she was educated, but her parents were slave owners and were used
to moving to take advantage of new frontiers. In any event, she was able to function very
much as a man would have, as she grew the assets that she inherited from her husband
and made her fortune ever greater.

30

United States Land Patents Accession Numbers FL320-404, issued July 1844; FL320-425, FL350-052,
FL350-053, FL350-054, FL350-058, each issued August 1845; FL350-405, FL350-406, FL350-407,
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http://www.rootsweb.com/~flalachu/ or at
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Zilpha‘s daughter-in-law, Penelope Barrow Standley, seems to have been less
able or more unlucky in her business affairs. Penelope came from Georgia, and the
circumstances of her marriage to John Standley, Zilpha‘s son, are not known. In 1840,
John‘s home three miles or so outside of Newnansville was attacked by Seminoles and
burned with loss of life on both sides. The 1840 Census lists John as head of household
with one 15-20 year old white female residing therein, which was likely Penelope. If so,
Penelope started her married life as the 15-year old bride of a Florida Militia private
whose frontier home was attacked and burned.

By 1850, John and Penelope were

residing in Newnansville. By 1845, John had acquired a small tract of land In Gilchrist
County on the north side of the Sante Fe River just north of Alachua County, but he
expanded his empire greatly by acquiring thousands of acres of land during the 1850s.
His principal plantation, which John referred to as San Felasco Laurel Hill, was in
Gilchrist County, but it appears that the Standleys mostly lived in town in Newnansville,
so it may be that Penelope did not have the typical duties of a plantation mistress. John
died suddenly at age 43 in January, 1860, leaving Penelope to manage one of the largest
estates in or around Alachua County.
Though Penelope presumably was in mourning, she managed to carry on with the
business of her life as she, within a couple of months after John‘s passing, went on an
extended shopping trip to Savannah with her 16-year old daughter Laura who was wed
later that year to another long-time Alachua County resident, John Dell. After Laura was
married to John Dell, Penelope, along with Samuel Pyles, her co-executor of her
husband‘s estate, accompanied the newlyweds on an October, 1860 trip to Savannah
where Penelope purchased a large assortment of china and kitchenware that Laura would
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need for her responsibilities as a plantation mistress.33 Within a few years, Penelope
became concerned about a lawsuit in which she was embroiled and deeded her property
over to her son-in-law who thereafter refused to deed the property back when the lawsuit
was resolved. The 1880 Census indicates that Penelope, then 55 years old, lived with her
daughter and son-in-law, but no records have been found to describe how those
relationships unfolded. Ultimately, Penelope died in 1884 and left the property she then
owned to the children of her only son, stating in her will that her daughter had already
been provided for.34
The Standley family were long-standing residents of Alachua County who built
their fortune from the ground up, but the Haile family were representative of Southern
planters who moved to the county with slaves in tow and at least some fortune already
made.35 In 1854, Thomas and Serena Haile of Camden, South Carolina, endured a bad
cotton crop in the South Carolina midlands and determined to leave for more productive
lands. They originally planned to follow relatives to Missouri, but couldn‘t get passage
to that state when they planned, so they instead booked passage on a small vessel bound
for Florida. Once in Florida, they bought and moved to a 1500 acre tract in the western
part of Alachua County and had great success with their first cotton crop, prompting
several other family members to relocate from mid-state South Carolina to Alachua
County. Amelia, Thomas‘ mother, together with three of Thomas‘ brothers and two of

33

See the Connections Database for entries under Barrow, Penelope Laura.

34

See the Connections Database for entries under Barrow, Penelope Laura and Standley, John Blackstone
II.
35

Billingsley, ibid. describes how kinship groups often moved together to the frontier.
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Serena‘s brothers moved to Alachua County and made their fortunes.36 The Haile family,
devout Presbyterians, then determined to establish a new church and persuaded W.J.
McCormick, their former pastor from South Carolina, to move from South Carolina and
be responsible for the new church which became Kanapaha Presbyterian Church.37
Amelia Haile, the family matriarch, was not the first of the Hailes to move to
Alachua County, but she, along with others of that family, all moved together to the
county soon after her son Thomas became established and had success as a planter in
Alachua County. It is unclear to what extent she contributed to Thomas‘ decision to
move to Florida or to the growth of the family‘s holdings in Alachua County, but it seems
clear that she maintained her own homestead and assets rather than melding them into
those of her sons. Just as clearly, she did not remarry on the death of her husband,
preferring to retain her own assets. The move by the Hailes to Florida was not initially
motivated by the possibility that Florida‘s laws would allow Amelia to retain and grow
her own property, but they found the legal climate in Florida agreeable enough as they
remained in Florida through and beyond the Civil War. It is also the case that Amelia‘s
family was larger than that of Zilpha Stanley, so her assets, to the extent they were
shared, at least on her death, had to go farther among a larger group that did Zilpha‘s.

36

The Hailes did not apparently acquire any lands through Land Patents, but bought lands from existing
private owners. A record of the deeds involving conveyances to and from the Hailes are indexed by the
Alachua County Clerk of Court Ancient Records database, which may be accessed at http://www.clerkalachuafl.org/Archive/AncientJ/BookResults.cfm?BID=573&SN=Haile&GN=&SAllFlag=Y&NAllFlag=N&CDLt
r= . The Haile Homestead at Kanapaha Plantation remains a historic site in Alachua County; information
about the building and its history may be accessed at http://www.hailehomestead.org/ .
37

History of the Kanapaha Presbyterian Church which may be accessed at
http://www.kanapaha.net/page/page/1404009.htm .
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One of the ways that women (or their family of origin) could possibly retain
control over her own assets was to create a separate estate. It seems clear that the Florida
courts were not friendly to separate estates, but that did not prevent some from seeking to
create them. The 1860 Census lists fourteen different households—not a large number,
to be sure—where husbands and wives are listed as owning separate property. In nine of
the fourteen situations, the assets of the wife were larger than those of the husband,
though in no case were the wife‘s assets significant enough to qualify the couple for
planter status—they tended to be more of the magnitude of Isabella Abernathy‘s separate
estate. In several such households, the wife was significantly younger than the husband,
so it seems likely that the family of origin was exerting the legal means available to them
to protect their property against a husband about whom the family had some doubt.38
Most women, like most men, who headed households were not among the planter
elite, but many of these women managed their farms in much the same way and with
much the same results as many free males who were heads of households. Many such
women owned land, and also owned slaves and/or had sons, relatives or workers who
were part of their household, or lived near kin folk who could assist them. Amy Hagan
Davis, a native Georgian, is an example of such a woman. Her husband passed away in
the 1840s and she appears as a head of household in both the 1850 Census and 1860
Census. It appears that she never remarried, but had a kinship network in the county that
contributed to her ability to remain and thrive in Alachua County until her death. Her
assets were never significant—she owned no reported assets according to the 1850
Census, but managed to own land valued at $300 by 1860. In 1850, two sons, aged 23
38

1860 Census. The households where separate estates were created were those numbered 221, 250, 261,
274, 321, 334, 361, 395, 528, 540, 591, 592, 703 and 732.
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and 13, and eight women from two different families--all but two at least 15 years of
age—lived and probably worked on her leased farm. By 1860, her son Peter, then 24,
and her daughter Martha, then 35, lived with her and the three of them managed the small
farm that she had acquired. Like some of the earliest settlers in the county, she kept
livestock and, on her passing in 1864, she left her 65 head of cattle, 9 hogs, and 6 sheep
to Peter and Martha, her two youngest children. Her probate file indicates that she had
managed during her years of widowhood to survive, not as a privileged woman, but as
one who lived thriftily. Her personal property inventory lists various farm and kitchen
equipment, two feather beds, a trunk, five chairs, a table and a spinning wheel.39
Ellen Brown Anderson is a model of how a non-landowning, non-slave-owning
woman who was head of a household following the death of her husband in 1847 made
her way in antebellum Alachua County and beyond. Ellen, born in 1814, was the
younger of the Brown sisters who moved from New Hampshire in 1835 to live in Florida
after the death of their mother and upon the marriage of their aunt to a well-to-do settler
who lived in Mandarin, Duval County, Florida. The Brown sisters were not well to do,
and did not own land or many slaves, but they married up and coming men whom they
met in Florida. In 1840, she married James Willoughby Anderson, an army officer she
met while he served in the Second Seminole War. James was often on active duty, so he
and Ellen frequently lived apart, but their correspondence revealed a loving couple and
they had three children together. However, James was killed in action in 1849 in the
American war against Mexico. For the remaining thirteen years of her life, Ellen lived
with or near other members of her family.

39

1850 Census and 1860 Census and Connections Database under the entry Davis, Amy.
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Her correspondence with family members show a woman for whom money was a
constant problem, given the shortcomings of a military pension and the uncertainty of
money from family members for whom money was also hard to come by, and who
struggled to find meaningful work.

She gave consideration to being a teacher or

governess, but could not find a suitable position. She also lived with, and was sent
money from time to time by, family members. Ultimately, she moved back to the New
York area and took in boarders.40 Although Ellen does not appear as head of household
in the 1850 Census for Alachua County—she was then likely living with her sister
Corinna in Key West, Florida, after Corinna‘s husband had joined the gold rush and gone
off to California to seek a fortune that, as happened to so many others, eluded him--it is
likely she would have been among those whose occupation was listed as ―no occupation.‖
The majority of widows in 1850s Alachua County lived on the margins of society
even more that Zilpha Standley or Amelia Haile, both rich planters who were ―masterful
women‖, or even Ellen Brown Anderson or Amy Hagin Davis, both of whom were
significantly poorer but both of whom could draw on support of family or kin networks.
Over half of the women who headed households in 1860 possessed no land or slaves, and
many of them had relatively little access to kin or family.41

40

Ellen Anderson, Key West, Florida, to Mannevillette Brown, Utica, New York, June 7, 1849 (soon after
learning of her husband‘s death, Ellen reveals her need to seek work as a teacher); Ellen Anderson, Key
West, Florida, to Mannevillette Brown, Utica, New York, September 3, 1849 (Ellen reaffirms her desire to
teach in a place where her children can be pupils, and complains of her inadequate military widow‘s
pension); Ellen Anderson, Key West, Florida, to Mannevillette Brown, Utica, New York, October 8, 1849
(Ellen replies to her brother‘s suggestion that she should not work but concentrate on raising her children
and depend on God to provide for her, by suggesting that her religious question is whether ―will God aid if
I foolishly and sit still and say, may I be fed and clothed‖); all in Denham and Huneycutt, editors, ibid.,
240, 265, and 266-7. See, also Appendix D attached to this paper.
41

See Table 23.
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The county‘s economy was powered by agriculture, and the increase in
merchants, professionals and artisans occurred largely to service the agricultural
economy. Women‘s participation in the economy was almost exclusively limited to the
agricultural sector. In 1850, the census did not disclose the occupation of any woman,
but it seems quite likely that at least many of the female heads of household were
farmers, given that men who lived in their households often were described as farmers or
laborers and given that at least some of the women owned slaves, real property or both.
The 1860 census makes clear that many of the female heads of household were farmers.
Some women, however, were described as washers and ironers or seamstresses; all such
women were listed as owning little or no property. No women were listed as having the
occupation of milliner, dress maker or a similar occupation which would have indicated a
somewhat higher economic class person than a seamstress or washer-ironer.
For women on the frontier that was Alachua County, life and work was hard
during the antebellum period. The general increase in prosperity of the 1850s had the
effect of lifting the material situations of many county residents.

Under those

circumstances, a number of those women who found themselves widowed by 1860 were
in positions so that, if they chose, they could remain unmarried. However, for most
widowed women, unmarried life was hard and precarious as it was for Amy Hagin Davis
and Ellen Brown Anderson and for those other widows who possessed no land, slaves or
kinship networks. Widows who had access to financial assets or kinship networks were
more likely to survive and thrive than the many widows who had no such assets.
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Epilogue

What can we learn from the women of antebellum Alachua County? Patriarchy
was the norm in America and the world generally in the nineteenth century.

All

institutions in society, secular and sacred, reflected this male dominated world. During
the antebellum period, however, some women and a few men began to launch substantial
challenges to the traditional gender order. This was more pronounced in more settled and
urbanized areas, particularly in the northeastern United States.

The particular

circumstances in the antebellum South staved off those changes and challenges. In
frontier regions like Alachua County, this was particularly evident.

This study

illuminates that the gender status quo of patriarchy remained largely intact. The newly
emerging Alachua County society simply did not possess the environment that provided
opportunities for female empowerment like the voluntary associations that Lebsock
depicts in Petersburg. Rather, in Alachua County, legislation did not change the gender
status quo and the judicial system only reinforced patriarchy.

Evangelical religion

reinforced Southern traditions, and provided little hope for a better material or current
world for those in subordinate status, even if religion gave women hope for the future,
self respect, opportunities for self assertion, and models of female excellence. Instead,
the main factor that facilitated a measure of independence for Alachua County women
was land and slave ownership. For most women, though, the best hope for a successful
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life in the here and now lay in having a fortunate marriage to a man who was willing to
be more paternalistic than many in his relationship with his wife.
The fluid economy and lack of credit that prevailed in the late antebellum period
required deep protection and support by family or kin networks in order for individuals to
prosper, and women usually did not have such protection and support. Law and the
courts could have aided women, but those who made and administered the law were
generally conservative patriarchs who saw the law as facilitating business and property
transactions. The economy and the law were both structured in ways that did not provide
support for women, so it happened that women who found themselves widowed
determined that maintaining that status might enable them freedom that they had not
enjoyed as married women, even though widowhood was a poor substitute for real
changes in the law and economy that provided real civil equality.
Women did not generally have formal influence in Alachua County‘s antebellum
society because of the slow development of institutions and the slow pace of urbanization
and commercial infrastructure in the county.
development of this region.

This was because of the stage of

Even in Lebsock‘s Petersburg, women‘s influence in

institutions tended to wane by the late 1850s as men took control over institutions which
had been previously the province of women. Because Alachua County‘s institutions did
not develop substantially until the 1850s, women had few, if any, formal organizations in
which they could participate and, by the time such institutions developed, men dominated
those organizations. Apart from the few women who owned substantial estates, women‘s
greatest influence in agricultural frontier Alachua County was as mothers, major
contributors to household agricultural labor and output, and as the ―glue of yeoman
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society.‖ Although Zilpha Stanley stands out as a successful, wealthy woman who
thrived in frontier antebellum Alachua County, it is important to note that her story is
atypical. For most Alachua County women, life was precarious and marginal.
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TABLE 6: Population Growth: Southern States, 1830-1860
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1850 total

1860 total

Texas

Virginia

TABLE 6A: Selected Southern Counties: Male/Female Population,
White/Slave Population/Churches, 1840-1860

Alabama, Dallas
White males
White females
Slave males
Slave females
Total population
% White Males to total white
population
% White persons to total population
Free Black
Churches
Alabama, Perry
White males
White females
Slave males
Slave females
Total population
% White Males to total white
population
% White persons to total population
Free Black
Churches
Florida, Alachua
White males
White females
Slave males
Slave females
Total population
% White Males to total white
population
% White persons to total population
Free Black
Churches
Georgia, Jackson
White males
White females
Slave males
Slave females
Total population
% White Males to total white
population
% White persons to total population
Free Black
Churches

1840
4265
3657
8590
8615
17205

1850
3845
3616
11250
11008
22258

1860
4025
3760
12907
12853
25760

53.84
31.53
69

51.53
25.11
8
45

51.7
23.21
80
19

4592
4129
5310
5033
19064

4260
4082
7113
6804
22259

4866
4613
9275
8931
27685

52.69
45.75
22

51.07
37.48
26
20

51.33
34.24
39
16

1289
430
304
258
2281

888
729
455
451
2523

2034
1733
2263
2194
8224

74.99
75.36
1

54.92
64.09
1
5

54
45.08
8
12

3000
2994
1213
1300
8507

3372
3436
1396
1545
8749

3617
3602
1595
1734
10548

50.05
70.46
15

49.55
77.81
19
14

50.1
68.44
27
31
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Georgia, Liberty
White males
White females
Slave males
Slave females
Total population
% White Males to total white
population
% White persons to total population
Free Black
Churches
NC, Granville
White males
White females
Slave males
Slave females
Total population
% White Males to total white
population
% White persons to total population
Free Black
Churches
NC, Orange
White males
White females
Slave males
Slave females
Total population
% White Males to total white
population
% White persons to total population
Free Black
Churches
SC, Beaufort
White males
White females
Slave males
Slave females
Total population
% White Males to total white
population
% White persons to total population
Free Black
Churches

1840

1850
829
816
2750
2811
7206

1021
981
2875
3033
7910

1860
1145
1139
2997
3086
8367

50.4
22.83
35

51
25.31
16
10

50.13
27.3
23
10

4578
4731
4326
4381
18817

5093
5201
4912
4953
21259

5567
5620
5507
5579
23396

49.18
49.47
801

49.48
48.42
1090
26

49.76
47.82
1123
54

8260
8511
3427
3527
24356

5639
5691
2523
2721
17055

5529
5782
2529
2579
16947

49.25
68.86
631

49.77
66.43
481
29

48.88
66.74
528
27

2817
2833
14180
15502
35798

3012
2935
15644
16635
38805

3385
3329
15484
17046
40053

49.86
15.78
462

50.65
15.33
579
55

50.42
16.76
809
70

- 140 -

Texas, Colorado
White males
White females
Slave males
Slave females
Total population
% White Males to total white
population
% White persons to total population
Free Black
Churches
Texas, Harrison
White males
White females
Slave males
Slave females
Total population
% White Males to total white
population
% White persons to total population
Free Black
Churches
Virginia, Greene
White males
White females
Slave males
Slave females
Total population
% White Males to total white
population
% White persons to total population
Free Black
Churches
Virginia, Orange
White males
White females
Slave males
Slave females
Total population
% White Males to total white
population
% White persons to total population
Free Black
Churches

1840
na
na
na
na

1850
854
680
349
374
2257

1860
2398
1928
1819
1740
7885

55.67
67.97
0
3

55.43
54.86
0
10

3045
2559
2992
3221
11817

3304
2913
4462
4322
15001

54.34
47.42
5
11

53.14
41.11
0
24

1252
1195
845
895
4232

1319
1348
834
865
4400

1493
1522
990
994
5022

51.16
57.82
45

49.46
60.61
34
8

49.52
60.04
23
10

1747
1828
2682
2682
9125

1927
2035
3076
2845
10067

2299
2254
3095
3016
10851

48.87
39.18
186

48.64
39.36
184
9

50.49
41.96
187
14

na

na
na
na
na

na
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TABLE 7: Household Size in Alachua County, 1830-1860
1830 Census: 162
1840 Census: 176
1850 Census: 274
Households
Households
Households
(includes several
fort garrisons)
Persons
#
% house # house % house
#
% house
in house house
holds
holds holds this house
holds
hold
holds
this size
this
size
holds
this size
this
size
this
size
size
1
27
16.67%
2
1.14%
6
2.19%

1850 Census: 24
Woman Headed
Households

1860 Census: 763
Households

1860 Census: 73
Woman Headed
Households

#
house
holds
this
size
1

% house
holds
this size

% house
holds
this size

8.26%

#
house
holds
this
size
5

% house
holds
this size

4.17%

#
house
holds
this
size
63

6.85%

2

21

12.96%

17

9.66%

17

6.20%

3

12.5%

102

13.37%

15

20.55%

3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
More
than 16

11
23
20
14
20
13
4
6
2
1
0
0
0
0
0

6.79%
14.2%
12.35%
8.64%
12.35%
8.02%
2.47%
3.7%
1.23%
0.62%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

26
26
24
15
18
16
8
5
5
0
1
0
1
1
11

14.77%
14.77%
13.64%
8.52%
10.23%
9.09%
4.55%
2.84%
2.84%
0
0.57%
0
0.57%
0.57%
6.25%

19
47
47
32
36
27
19
10
6
2
4
1
0
1
0

6.93%
17.15%
17.15%
11.68%
13.14%
9.85%
6.93%
3.65%
2.19%
0.73%
1.46%
0.36%
0
0.36%
0

1
5
4
4
2
1
1
0
0
0
1
1
0
0
0

4.17%
20.83%
16.67%
16.67%
8.33%
4.17%
4.17%
0
0
0
4.17%
4.17%
0
0
0

107
90
98
95
68
54
32
28
20
6
0
0
0
0
0

14.02%
11.80%
12.84%
12.45%
8.91%
7.08%
4.19%
3.67%
2.62%
0.79%
0
0
0
0
0

16
17
8
4
3
2
0
2
1
0
0
0
0
0
0

21.92%
23.29%
10.96%
5.48%
4.11%
2.74%
0
2.74%
1.37%
0
0
0
0
0
0

- 142 -

TABLE 8: Population (White and Slave Males and Females) in Florida and
Alachua County, Florida: 1830-1860

White
males
White
females
Slave
males
Slave
females
Free black
males
Free black
females
Total
population
% White
males to
total white
population
% White
persons to
total
population
% Free
black to
total
population

1830
Alachua
County

1840
Florida

1850
Florida

16,546

1840
Alachua
County
(1)
1,289

1860
Florida

25,705

1850
Alachua
County
(1)
888

41,128

1860
Alachua
County
(1)
2,034

465
351

11,487

430

21,498

729

36,619

1,733

200

13,038

304

19,804

455

31,348

2,263

216

12,679

258

19,506

451

30,397

2,193

Unk

398

1

418

0

454

4

Unk

419

0

514

1

478

4

1,172

54,477

2,282

87,445

2,524

140,424

8,232

53.57%

59.02%

74.99%

54.46%

54.92%

52.9%

54.0%

64.51%

51.46%

75.33%

53.98%

64.06%

55.37%

45.76%

unk

0.015% 0.0004% 0.0107% 0.0004% 0.0066% 0.0010%
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TABLE 9: Slaveholding by Household, Alachua County, Florida, 1830-1860
1830 Census:
1840 Census:
1850 Census: 274 house holds (221
1860 Census: 763 house holds (565
162 house holds
176 households
farmer headed and 53 headed by
farmer headed and 198 headed by
non-farmers)
non-farmers)
Slaves
#
%
#
%
# farm % farm # non- % non- # farm % farm # non- % nonin
house
house
house
house
house
house
farm
farm
house
house
farm
farm
house
holds
holds
holds
holds
holds
holds
house
house
holds
holds
house
house
hold
owning
with
owning
with
owning
with
holds
holds owning
with
holds
holds
this
this
this
this
this
this
owning
with
this
this
owning
with
many
many
many
many
many
many
this
this
many
many
this
this
slaves
slaves
slaves
slaves
slaves
slaves
many
many
slaves
slaves
many
many
slaves
slaves
slaves
slaves
0
108
66.67%
76
43.18%
137
61.99%
34
64.15%
355
62.83%
158
79.80%
1
7
4.32%
33
18.75%
15
6.79%
4
7.55%
106
18.76%
31
15.66%
2-5
24
14.81%
39
22.16%
25
11.31%
11
20.75%
6-9
9
5.56%
9
5.11%
20
9.05%
1
1.89%
10-19
11
6.79%
13
7.39%
13
5.88%
2
3.77%
47
8.32%
5
2.53%
20-29
1
0.62%
4
2.27%
6
2.71%
1
1.89%
57
10.09%
4
2.02%
30-39
1
0.62%
2
1.14%
2
0.90%
0
0
40+
1
0.62%
0
0
3
1.36%
0
0
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TABLE 10: Value of Real Estate Owned by Household for Alachua County, Florida, 1850 and 1860
1850 Census: 274 house holds (221 farmer headed and 53 headed
1860 Census: 763 house holds (565 farmer headed and
by non-farmers
198 headed by non-farmers)
Value
# farmer
% farmer
# non-farmer
% non-farmer
# farmer
% farmer
# non% nonheaded house
headed house
headed house
headed house
headed
headed
farmer
farmer
holds owning
holds owning
holds owning
holds owning house holds house holds
headed
headed
this value
this value
this value
this value
owning this owning this house holds house holds
value
value
owning this owning this
value
value
$0
127
57.47%
33
62.26%
190
33.63%
96
48.48%
<$100 (1850)
2
0.90%
1
1.89%
117
20.71%
45
22.73%
$100-$499
29
13.12%
8
15.09%
(1850)
$500-$999
24
10.86%
5
9.43%
(1850)--$1$999 (1860)
$1,000-$1,499
13
5.88%
4
7.55%
167
29.56%
47
23.74%
(1850)
$1,500-$1,999
8
3.62%
0
0
(1850)
$2,000-$2,499
5
2.26%
2
3.77%
(1850)-$1,000-$4,999
(1860)
$2,500-$9,999
10
4.52%
0
0
58
10.27%
7
3.54%
(1850)-$5,000-$9,999
(1860)
$10,000+
3
1.36%
0
0%
33
5.84%
3
1.52%
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TABLE 11: Slaveholding and Value of Real Estate Owned for Woman
Headed Households, Alachua County, Florida: 1830-1860
Category
1830 Census 1840 Census 1850 (out of 1860 (out of
(out of 164
(out of 176
274 house
745 house
house holds) house holds)
holds)
holds)
# women headed
7
7
25
73
house holds
% house holds
4.27%
3.98%
9.12%
9.8%
headed by
women
Slaves owned by
women headed
house holds
-----0 slaves
3
5
20
47
-----1 slaves
2
0
1
2
-----2-5 slaves
1
2
2
11
-----6-9 slaves
0
0
0
3
-----10-19 slaves
1
0
0
4
-----20-29 slaves
0
0
1
2
-----30-39 slaves
0
0
0
1
-----40+ slaves
0
0
1
3
Value of Real
Estate Owned
1850 or 1860
-----$0
20
39
-----<$100
0
0
-----$100-$499
2
6
-----$500-$999
2
6
-----$1,0000
5
$1,499
-----$1,5000
3
$1,999
-----$2,0000
2
$2,499
-----$2,500+
1
12

- 146 -

TABLE 12: State of Birth for Head of Household for Woman Headed
Households, Alachua County: 1830-1860
1850 Census: # 1850 Census: 1860 Census: # 1860 Census:
of women born
% of women of women born
% of women
in this state
born in this
in this state
born in this
state
state
Florida
3
12.5%
15
20.55%
Georgia
13
54.17%
26
35.62%
South Carolina
6
25.0%
22
30.14%
North Carolina
2
8.33%
7
9.59%
Virginia
0
0
2
2.74%
England
0
0
1
1.37%
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TABLE 13: Household size, Alachua County, 1860
Male
Farmer-real
estate owners
Male
Farmer-nonreal estate
owners
Female
Farmer-real
estate owners
Female
Farmer-nonreal estate
owners
Male
Professionalreal estate
owners
Male
Professionalnon-real
estate owners
Male
Merchantreal estate
owners
Male
Merchantnon-real
estate owners
Male
Artisan- real
estate owners
Male
Artisan-nonreal estate
owners
Female NonFarmer-real
estate owners
Female NonFarmer-Nonreal estate
owners
Total

1
12

2
31

3
48

4
33

5
41

6
48

7
46

8
31

9
21

10
15

11
15

12+
6

Total
347

6

26

27

24

24

25

12

10

8

8

3

0

173

3

5

5

6

3

1

2

0

0

2

1

0

28

2

2

4

5

1

2

1

0

0

0

0

0

17

6

3

4

1

6

4

1

0

0

1

0

0

26

8

4

2

0

0

1

0

0

1

0

0

0

16

3

2

2

2

4

5

2

4

1

0

1

0

26

0

1

0

0

1

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

4

5

6

5

8

7

4

1

6

0

1

0

0

43

18

12

4

5

7

3

3

1

1

1

0

0

55

0

3

2

1

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

7

0

5

5

5

4

1

0

1

0

0

0

0

21

63

102

107

90

98

95

68

54

32

28

20

6

763
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TABLE 14: Age of Head of Household, Alachua County, 1860
Male Farmer-real
estate owners
Male Farmer-nonreal estate owners
Female Farmerreal estate owners
Female Farmernon-real estate
owners
Male
Professional- real
estate owners
Male
Professional- nonreal estate owners
Male Merchantreal estate owners
Male Merchantnon-real estate
owners
Male Artisan- real
estate owners
Male Artisan-nonreal estate owners
Female NonFarmer-real estate
owners
Female NonFarmer-Non-real
estate owners
Total

<20

20-29

30-39

40-49

50-59

60+

Total

0

87

101

81

50

28

347

3

54

55

35

14

12

173

0

1

8

6

9

4

28

1

3

2

5

4

2

17

0

8

14

2

1

1

26

1

11

3

0

1

0

16

0

7

10

8

1

0

26

0

1

2

0

1

0

4

0

9

17

14

1

2

43

0

21

17

11

2

4

55

0

0

0

5

0

2

7

1

3

10

4

1

2

21

6

205

239

171

85

57

763
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TABLE 15: Number of Slaves Owned, Alachua
County, 1860
Male Farmer-real
estate owners
Male Farmer-nonreal estate owners
Female Farmerreal estate owners
Female Farmernon-real estate
owners
Male
Professional- real
estate owners
Male
Professional- nonreal estate owners
Male Merchantreal estate owners
Male Merchantnon-real estate
owners
Male Artisan- real
estate owners
Male Artisan-nonreal estate owners
Female NonFarmer-real estate
owners
Female NonFarmer-Non-real
estate owners
Total

0

1-9

10-19

20+

Total

177

87

41

42

347

153

8

2

10

173

11

8

4

5

28

14

3

0

0

17

13

9

3

1

26

13

2

1

0

16

15

9

0

2

26

4

0

0

0

4

38

4

1

0

43

54

1

0

0

55

4

2

0

1

7

17

4

0

0

21

513

137

52

61

763
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TABLE 16: Value of Real Estate Owned, Alachua County, 1860
Male Farmer-real
estate owners
Male Farmer-nonreal estate owners
Female Farmerreal estate owners
Female Farmernon-real estate
owners
Male
Professional- real
estate owners
Male
Professional- nonreal estate owners
Male Merchantreal estate owners
Male Merchantnon-real estate
owners
Male Artisan- real
estate owners
Male Artisan-nonreal estate owners
Female NonFarmer-real estate
owners
Female NonFarmer-Non-real
estate owners
Total

$0

$1-999

$5,0009,999
55

$10,00024,999
23

$25,000+

Total

107

$1,0004,999
156

0

6

347

173

0

0

0

0

0

173

0

10

11

3

3

1

28

17

0

0

0

0

0

17

0

5

17

3

0

1

26

16

0

0

0

0

0

16

0

6

14

4

2

0

26

4

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

30

13

0

0

0

43

55

0

0

0

0

0

55

0

4

3

0

0

0

7

21

0

0

0

0

0

21

286

162

214

65

28

8

763
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TABLE 17: Value of Personal Estate Owned, Alachua County, 1860
Male Farmer-real
estate owners
Male Farmer-nonreal estate owners
Female Farmerreal estate owners
Female Farmernon-real estate
owners
Male
Professional- real
estate owners
Male
Professional- nonreal estate owners
Male Merchantreal estate owners
Male Merchantnon-real estate
owners
Male Artisan- real
estate owners
Male Artisan-nonreal estate owners
Female NonFarmer-real estate
owners
Female NonFarmer-Non-real
estate owners
Total

$0

$1-999

$5,0009,999
50

$10,00024,999
42

$25,000+

Total

129

$1,0004,999
99

2

25

347

22

128

17

5

1

0

173

0

10

8

1

6

3

28

5

11

1

0

0

0

17

0

5

17

3

0

1

26

4

6

5

0

1

0

16

0

4

10

8

1

3

26

2

0

2

0

0

0

4

1

23

17

1

1

0

43

21

27

6

1

0

0

55

0

4

2

0

1

0

7

5

12

3

1

0

0

21

62

359

187

70

53

32

763
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TABLE 18: 1860 Census: Where Children Born, Households with other Surnames, Other Occupations, State of
Birth for Head of Household, Alachua County

Male Farmer-real
estate owners
Male Farmer-nonreal estate owners
Female Farmer-real
estate owners
Female Farmer-nonreal estate owners
Male Professionalreal estate owners
Male Professionalnon-real estate
owners
Male Merchant- real
estate owners
Male Merchantnon-real estate
owners
Male Artisan- real
estate owners
Male Artisan-nonreal estate owners
Female NonFarmer-real estate
owners
Female NonFarmer-Non-real
estate owners
Total

All children
born in same
state (for
families with
4 or more
persons)

Children of
head of
household
born in
different
states

Household
has persons
of surnames
other than
head of hhold

Household
has NO
persons with
surnames
other than
head of hhold

H-holds
where head
is only
person with
occupation
listed

H-holds
where head
is NOT only
person with
occupation
listed

Florida

Georgia

South
Carolina

Other
states or
countries

165

84

97

250

182

165

32

128

136

51

55

49

35

138

130

43

19

68

64

23

13

2

8

20

14

14

4

12

9

3

6

3

2

15

2

15

4

7

5

1

5

6

4

22

20

6

3

9

9

5

1

2

2

14

15

1

2

2

2

8

8

11

13

13

17

9

1

7

7

11

1

2

1

3

2

2

0

0

0

4

13

14

15

28

24

19

4

9

11

19

14

6

10

45

41

14

4

8

17

26

1

1

2

5

4

3

2

2

2

1

8

3

4

17

15

6

5

5

6

5

290

183

193

570

466

297

80

258

268

157
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TABLE 19: Prosecutions in Alachua County (incl, as appropriate, areas within
Columbia, Hillsborough and Levy Counties) For the years 1828-1835, 1838-1843, 18401849, 1850-1857246
Crimes Against Person
Murder/Manslaughter
Assault and Battery
Assault with Intent to Kill
Rape
Robbery
Assault with intent to Rape
False imprisonment
TOTAL: Crimes Against
Persons

Number
18
52
26
3
4
1
5
109

Guilty
6
11
14
1
1
1
0
34

Not Guilty
5
2
2
1
2
0
0
12

No Verdict
7
39
10
1
1
0
5
63

0
0
0
0

0
1
0
1

Not Guilty
1
9
1
0

No Verdict
3
16
3
1

Crime Against Persons (Committed by Slaves or Free Blacks)
Rape
1
1
Assault with intent to Kill
2
1
Consulting and Advising to Kill
1
1
4
3
TOTAL Crime Against
Persons (Committed by
Slaves or Free Blacks)
Crimes Against Property
Horse Stealing
Larceny
Slave Stealing
Fraudulently Marking Cattle

Number
5
28
4
2

Guilty
1
3
0
1

246

James Denham, “A Rogue‟s Paradise”: Crime and Punishment in Antebellum Florida, 1821-1861, Appendix 4 (taken from records of Superior
and Circuit Courts in Alachua County)
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TOTAL Crimes Against
Property

39

5

11

23

0

0

Crime Against Property (Committed by Slaves or Free Blacks)
TOTAL Crime Against
Property (Committed by
Slaves or Free Blacks)

0

Crimes Against Morality/Public Order
Number
Adultery and Fornication
51
Being Concerned in a Duel
6
Carrying Arms Secretly
20
Disturbing Religious Worship
3
Enticing a Soldier to Desert
1
Enticing a Slave to Run Away
1
Gambling, Gaming, Betting
21
Harboring Felons
1
Keeping a Gaming, Disorderly
8
House
Keeping Billiard Table/Ten Pin
5
Alley without a License
Maliciously Killing Animals
2
Nuisance (Disturbing the
2
peace)
Obstructing Legal Process
6
Receiving Stolen Goods
1
Retailing on the Sabbath
12
Retailing without a License
8
Riot, Affray, Mayhem
29
Selling Liquor to Indians
3
Selling Liquor without a license
28
Trading with a Slave
8

0

Guilty
8
1
13
0
0
0
11
0
0

Not Guilty
3
0
4
0
1
0
3
0
2

No Verdict
40
5
3
3
0
1
7
1
6

2

0

3

0
0

1
0

1
2

0
1
10
3
8
0
7
2

0
0
0
0
5
2
12
2

6
0
2
5
16
1
9
4
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TOTAL Crimes Against
Morality/Public Order

216

66

35

115

0

0

Not Guilty
58

No Verdict
202

Crime Against Morality/Public Order (Committed by Slaves or Free Blacks)
0
0
TOTAL Crime Against
Morality/Public Order
(Committed by Slaves or Free
Blacks)
Total Prosecution, All Crimes

Number
368

Guilty
108
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TABLE 20: Percentages of Total Prosecutions by All Categories in Selected Counties in Florida
Source: Denham, « A Rogue‟s Paradise », Appendice 4
Alachua Escambia Hamilton
Jefferson
Leon
Marion
Monroe
(1822(1833(1828-41,
(1826-33,
(1848-55,
(1828-30,
1866)
45,
1846-54,
1841-69)
1855-61)
1830-40,
1855-67)
1854-61)
1840-53)

Crimes Against
Persons
Crimes Against
Property
Crimes Against
Morality/Public
Order
Cases with
Guilty Verdict
Cases with Not
Guilty Verdict
Cases with No
Verdict
Total number
of crimes in
County

St.
Johns
(18461861)

All
Counties
in
Florida

30.71

43.36

39.18

51.05

38.00

37.18

41.52

42.39

40.25

10.60

16.91

11.70

13.81

9.64

13.25

17.27

14.13

12.52

58.70

39.73

49.12

35.15

52.36

49.57

41.21

43.38

47.22

29.35

33.29

21.05

25.73

26.60

41.88

24.24

42.39

28.51

15.76

21.07

4.68

12.76

13.25

16.24

21.21

17.39

16.32

57.89

45.64

74.27

61.51

60.15

41.88

54.55

40.22

56.17

368

745

171

478

1079

226

330

92

4,648
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TABLE 21: Churches in Florida and Alachua County, Florida: 1850-1860
1850 Florida
1850 Alachua
1860 Florida
1860 Alachua
County
County
Baptist #
56
3
110
4
churches
Baptist
11,985
375
20,325
1,800
accommodations
Baptist value
25,460
750
47,915
3,300
church property
Methodist #
87
2
153
6
churches
Methodist
20,015
260
30,360
1,600
accommodations
Methodist value
55,260
700
111,325
7,100
church property
Presbyterian #
16
0
25
2
churches
Presbyterian
5,900
0
9,580
900
accommodations
Presbyterian
31,500
0
49,450
3,800
value church
property
Total # churches
177
5
319
12
Total
44,960
635
68,990
4,300
accommodations
Total value
284,390
14,200
church property
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TABLE 22: 1850 Census Information for Woman Headed Households, Alachua County
Name (Age
H# in
Men w/
Men w/
Women in
Slaves Value
in 1850)
hold hsame
different
h-hold;
owned real
#
hold surname in surname in
ages
estate
household; household;
owned
ages;
ages;
occupation occupation
0
0
Chamberlin,
19
4
3 (10, 8 5)
0
0
Mary A. (35)
0
0
Hooker,
45
4
4 (16, 15
0
$500
Sarah (35)
12); (2
laborers)
2 (McMinn);
1 (4)
Link, Mary
84
4
0
0
0
(12,
9)
(42)
1 (Peterson);
0
Hagan, Eliz
93
2
0
0
0
(35); (Farmer)
(60)
1 (Silcox); (18);
0
Mesamie,
112
2
0
0
$500
(Laborer)
Ann (60)
0
1 (10)
Thomas,
116
4
2 (11, 4)
0
0
Susan (30)
2 (Johns,
2 (20, 18)
Merry,
120
5
0
0
0
Wiggins);
(16,
Elizabeth
40); (2 laborers)
(51)
2 (7, 3)
Colson,
197
7
3 (13, 9, 4) 1 (Hyatt); (23);
24
0
(laborer)
Sarah (32)
0
3 (20, 18,
Douglass,
202
6
2 (28, 23);
0
0
14)
Clenia (54)
(None,
farmer)
3 (Perry); (20, 3, 2 (19, 14)
Tyson,
211
7
1 (16)
5
0
2)
Louisa (45)
1
5 (18,15, 12, 0
Wymer,
214
9
2 (8, 6)
0
(Gengertreutner);
10,
4½)
Mary (35)
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State of
birth

Florida
Georgia

Georgia
South
Carolina
South
Carolina
Georgia
North
Carolina
Georgia
Georgia

Florida
South
Carolina

TABLE 22: 1850 Census Information for Woman Headed Households, Alachua County
Name (Age
H# in
Men w/
Men w/
Women in
Slaves Value
in 1850)
hold hsame
different
h-hold;
owned real
#
hold surname in surname in
ages
estate
household; household;
owned
ages;
ages;
occupation occupation

State of
birth

(30); (Farmer)
0

2 (4, 1)

1

0

Florida

0

1 (5)

0

0

South
Carolina

2 (Ridout, Polk);
24, 6); (Farmer)
0

1 (Thiner);
(33)
1 (1)

3

$200

2

4 (21, 13,
12, 8);
(Farmer)
1 (19);
(Farmer)
0

0

0

South
Carolina
Georgia

229

6

1 (17)

0

57

$7,000

Georgia

235

3

1 (17)

4 (Peden,
Youngblood,
Stevens,
Parsons); (28,
45, 30, 40);
Lawyer,
wheelwright,
farmer,
merchant)
0

1 (14)

0

0

Georgia

239

14

2 (23, 13);
(Farmer)

3 (McDonald,
Davis); (23, 6,
2); (Farmer)

8 (Davis-3,
McDonald1, Hagan-4);
(36, 9,
4/26/21, 19,
17, 15)

0

0

Georgia

Blanton,
Margaret
(26)
Bryant,
Charity (44)

218

5

2 (7, 5)

220

6

Jenkins,
Rebecca (51)
Slade, Mary
(37)
Stanley,
Zilpha (50)

225

5

226

Townsend,
Rachel (36)
Hagan, Amy
(51)
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TABLE 22: 1850 Census Information for Woman Headed Households, Alachua County
Name (Age
H# in
Men w/
Men w/
Women in
Slaves Value
in 1850)
hold hsame
different
h-hold;
owned real
#
hold surname in surname in
ages
estate
household; household;
owned
ages;
ages;
occupation occupation
0
0
Soubrey,
242
1
0
0
$200
Maria (51)
0
4 (20, 18,
Clark, Louisa 261
8
3 (19, 16,
0
0
12,
10)
(43)
14);
(Farmer)
0
2 (7, 5)
Wilkason,
267
5
2 (6, 2)
0
0
Sarah (40)
0
0
Furgason,
269
4
3 (30, 20,
0
0
Sarah (60)
18);
(Gunsmith,
2 laborers)
0
3 (incl
Counts, Jane 270
6
2 (7, 1 ½)
0
0
Lucretia
(30)

Fagan, Maria
(27)

273

13

1 Fagan (3)

3 Shepherds, incl
Miles, 37,
farmer, and
children 7 & 4)

Philips, 55
and 2
Counts, 5 &
3)
4 Fagan (11,
8, 5, 1) & 4
Shepherds
(incl
Mahaila, 35,
and 3
children, 12,
9, 1)`
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0

0

State of
birth

North
Carolina
Georgia

Georgia
Georgia

South
Carolina

Fagan from
Georgia;
all
Shepherds
from South
Carolina

TABLE 23: 1860 Census Information for Woman Headed Households, Alachua County
Name (Age in
H# in
Reference
Occupation Men w/
Men w/
1860)
hold haddress
same
different
#
hold
surname in surname in
household; household;
ages;
ages;
occupation occupation
Adams, Martha
10
4
Starke
NL
2 (4, 3)
0
(30)
Auls, Harriet (29) 11
6
Starke
NL
1 (2)
0

Women in
h-hold;
ages

Slaves
owned

1, (6)

0

Value
real
estate
owned/
personal
property
0/0

State of birth

4 (13, 12,
9, 6)
0

0

0/0/

Florida

0

0/0

Georgia

Florida

Phillips, Mary
(28)
Boulware,
Martha (60)

17

2

Waldo

Farmer

1 (8)

0

30

5

Waldo

Farmer

2 (29, 27),
both
farmers

0

15

5,000/
14,000

South Carolina

McRory, O.D.
(35)
Thigpen,
Elizabeth (35)

36

6

Waldo

Farmer

3 (16, 9, 5)

2 (Lewis, 18,
and Swindle,
21), both
farm laborers
0

2 (14,11)

27

South Carolina

63

10

Waldo

Farmer

0

3 (17, 11,
7)

0

Snowden, Cecilia
(32)
Johns, Mary A.
(40)
Cheves, Tirza
(55)
Hines, Louisa
(23)

82

5

Waldo

Seamstress

6 (20, 15,
13, 12, 9,
5)
1 (1)

12,000/
27,600
1,000/
300

2 (6, 3)

0

0/100

South Carolina

87

4

Waldo

Farmer

0

2 (17, 6)

0

0/100

Florida

105

1

Waldo

Farmer

0

1 (Byse, 30),
day laborer
1 (Jones, 20),
farm laborer
0

0

12

South Carolina

120

2

Waldo

NL

0

0

0

Becham,

122

2

Waldo

Farmer

0

1 (Saunders,
25) farm
laborer
1 (Hood, 12)

12,000/
10,795
0/0

0

0

1,000/

North Carolina

- 162 -

Georgia

Florida

TABLE 23: 1860 Census Information for Woman Headed Households, Alachua County
Name (Age in
H# in
Reference
Occupation Men w/
Men w/
1860)
hold haddress
same
different
#
hold
surname in surname in
household; household;
ages;
ages;
occupation occupation
Elizabeth (42)
Perry, Sarah (60) 124
1
Waldo
Farmer
0
0
Swinney, Anna
(47)
Gillet, Mary (55)

155

3

186

2

Lynk, Christina
(51)

194

Howard,
Elizabeth J. (56)
Mickle, Charlotte
F. (67)

Women in
h-hold;
ages

Slaves
owned

0

6

Value
real
estate
owned/
personal
property
300
3,000/
125
4,000/
300
1,900/
2,080

State of birth

South Carolina

Morrison
Mills
Morrison
Mills

NL

1 (7)

0

1 (14)

0

Farmer

0

0

2

4

Waldo

Farmer

1 (18),
farm
laborer
1 (25) farm
laborer

0

0

1,600/
500

South Carolina

198

1

Waldo

Farmer

0

0

2 (18 and
Mary
Smith, 56)
0

7

0/4,381

South Carolina

210

4

Micanopy

Seamstress

2 (33, 14)
stockherd

0

0

0/25

North Carolina

Stafford, Mary
(58)

211

4

Micanopy

Farmer

0

5

800/
3,795

Georgia

Knox, Mary (22)
Carn, Mary A.
(40)
Colding, Jemima
(60)
Edwards, Sarah

225
228

2
3

Micanopy
Micanopy

NL
Farmer

2 (20, 15)
farm
laborer
1 (2)
2 (12, 6)

1 (23)
teacher co.
school
1 (16)

0
0

0
0

3
0

Virginia
Georgia

234

2

Micanopy

NL

1 (26) clerk

0

0

4

235

5

Micanopy

NL

4 (12, 7, 4,

0

0

0

0/2,050
900/
14,500
1,000/
1,620
0/200
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Florida
Georgia

South Carolina
South Carolina

TABLE 23: 1860 Census Information for Woman Headed Households, Alachua County
Name (Age in
H# in
Reference
Occupation Men w/
Men w/
1860)
hold haddress
same
different
#
hold
surname in surname in
household; household;
ages;
ages;
occupation occupation
(30)
1)
Law, Mary (51)
239
8
Micanopy
NL
4 (24, 22,
0
14, 12)
physician,
clerk
Hennis, Susan
240
3
Micanopy
NL
0
0
(40)
Cooper, Georgia
243
3
Micanopy
NL
1 (4)
0
Ann (25)
Dusken,
262
2
Micanopy
NL
0
0
Elizabeth (66)
Smith, Patience
268
8
Micanopy
Private
2 (16, 10)
2 (Means, 24,
(41)
boarding
law
physician,
student, NL Harden, ??,
law student)
Rollins, Mary
293
3
Waldo
Farmer
0
1 (Flinn, 7)
(63)
Newmans, Anna
300
5
Waldo
NL
3 (16, 14,
0
(45)
10) farm
laborer
Davis, Margaret
357
5
NewnansFarmer
4 (25, 18,
0
(50)
ville
15, 10) 3
farm
laborers
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Women in
h-hold;
ages

Slaves
owned

Value
real
estate
owned/
personal
property

State of birth

3 (24, 18,
16)

3

0/860

South Carolina

2 (10, 8)

2

South Carolina

1 (14)

2

1 (Miller,
19)
2 (Mary,
15, Susan,
13)

21

500/
1,400
1,500/
1,400
200/
17,850
2000/
50

1 (Flinn, 9)

4

North Carolina

1 (18)

0

500/
2,450
0/ 100

0

18

2,600/
11,985 (3
sons also
had
assets)

Georgia

0

Florida
North Carolina
Georgia

Georgia

TABLE 23: 1860 Census Information for Woman Headed Households, Alachua County
Name (Age in
H# in
Reference
Occupation Men w/
Men w/
1860)
hold haddress
same
different
#
hold
surname in surname in
household; household;
ages;
ages;
occupation occupation
Douglass,
365
3
NewnansFarmer
2 (36, 31)
0
Clementine (70)
ville
one farm
laborer
Suggs, Miantha
(19)
Richard, Melinda
(51)

367

2

368

7

Wilson, Martha
(34)
Dell, Mary C.
(26)
Dawson, Mary H.
(22)
Shepherd,
Rachael (40)

370

5

381

3

413

3

430

Whitehurst,
Maria J. (30)
Davis, R.N.V.
(40)

Women in
h-hold;
ages

Slaves
owned

0

5

Value
real
estate
owned/
personal
property
0/ 2,540
Sons also
had
assets
0/ 0

State of birth

Georgia

Newnansville
Newnansville

NL

0

0

1 (2)

0

Farmer

2 (21, 7)

0

35

2,100/
18,089

Georgia

Farmer

0

3

0

6

800/
2,100
0/ 3,100

Georgia

NL

1 (18) farm
laborer
1 (6)

NL

1 (4)

0

1 (5)

0

0/ 0

North Carolina

5

Newnansville
Newnansville
Newnansville
McQueen

4 (17, 15,
13; 28,
Faming)
governess
3 (14, 10,
7)
1 (2)

Farmer

0

0

0

0/ 300

Georgia

449

4

Archer

Farmer

2 (8 ½, 5)

0

4 (all
named
Townsend,
18, 16, 14,
12)
1 (8)

0

0/ 25

South Carolina

450

4

Archer

Farmer

1 (15)

0

2 (19, 13)

0

0/ 125

Georgia
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Florida

Florida

TABLE 23: 1860 Census Information for Woman Headed Households, Alachua County
Name (Age in
H# in
Reference
Occupation Men w/
Men w/
1860)
hold haddress
same
different
#
hold
surname in surname in
household; household;
ages;
ages;
occupation occupation
Hagan, Amy (65) 454
3
Archer
Farmer
1 (Peter.
0
24, farm
laborer)
McDonald, L.V.
455
4
Archer
NL
2 (11, 4)
0
(36)
Gillett, Sarah
459
5
Archer
NL
1 (14)
0
(31)
Gay, Harriett (54) 465
3
NewnansFarmer
2 (22, 13)
0
ville
one farm
laborer

Women in
h-hold;
ages

Slaves
owned

State of birth

0

Value
real
estate
owned/
personal
property
0/300

1 (Martha,
35)
1 (Mary, 8)

0

0/30

Georgia

3 (10, 9 ½,
2)
0

0

0/ 0

Georgia

1

3,200/
250
One son
had
assets
0/ 50
Son had
assets
0/ 180
0/ 200

Georgia

0/ 100
2 sons
and 1
daughter
had
assets

Georgia

Garrett, Milly
(76)

481

2

Archer

NL

1 (39)
farmer

0

0

0

Petty, Jane (45)
Moore, Frances
(50)
Bigham, Eliza F.
(37)

493
509

4
4

Archer
Archer

Farmer
Farmer

1 (13)
1 (13)

2 (17, 15)
1 (9)

0
0

536

7

Archer

Farmer

4 (20, 18,
14, 11) two
farm
laborers

0
1 (Smith, 25)
day laborer
0

2 (17, 9)

0

- 166 -

South Carolina

South Carolina

Georgia
Georgia

TABLE 23: 1860 Census Information for Woman Headed Households, Alachua County
Name (Age in
H# in
Reference
Occupation Men w/
Men w/
1860)
hold haddress
same
different
#
hold
surname in surname in
household; household;
ages;
ages;
occupation occupation
Tison, Emaline
546
10
Gainesville Farmer
5 (19, 13,
0
(40)
11, 3, 1)
one farm
laborer
Harris, Elizabeth 554
6
Micanopy
Farmer
2 (13, 5)
0
(45)
Haile, Amelia
575
2
Gainesville Farmer
1 (24)
0
(65)
Stewart, Mary E. 578
3
Gainesville Farmer
1 (17)
0
(52)
Brown, Matilda
579
4
Gainesville Farmer
1 (3)
0
S. (35)
Parish, Mary A.
595
4
Gainesville Seamstress 1 (15)
0
(42)
Gladdin, Harriet
596
2
Gainesville Seamstress 1 (5)
0
(30)
Miller, Sarah J.
605
2
Gainesville NL
1 (3)
0
(27)
Bryant, Elizabeth 607
3
Gainesville Seamstress 0
0
(32)
Heath, Charlotte
627
4
Gainesville Private
1 (9)
0
(36)
Boarding
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Women in
h-hold;
ages

Slaves
owned

Value
real
estate
owned/
personal
property
8,000/
1,000

State of birth

4 (18, 15,
9, 7)

0

3 (12, 8 3)

0

100/ 565

Virginia

0

174

South Carolina

1 (16)

47

2 (8; Boyd,
90)
2 (10, 2)

11
0

17,000/
114,000
800/
24,020
7,000/
8,390
0/ 150

0

0

0/ 0

South Carolina

0

0

0/ 0

South Carolina

2 (4, 2)

0

0/ 100

England

2 (16,12)

0

0/ 3,400

North Carolina

Georgia

South Carolina
Georgia
South Carolina

TABLE 23: 1860 Census Information for Woman Headed Households, Alachua County
Name (Age in
H# in
Reference
Occupation Men w/
Men w/
1860)
hold haddress
same
different
#
hold
surname in surname in
household; household;
ages;
ages;
occupation occupation
Heath, R.M. (34) 628
11
Gainesville Private
0
8 (40
Boarding
Massey, 37
Massey, 63
Tatum, 30
Vincent, 31
McCreight,
23 Rhodes,
30 Tatum, 26
Clements),
various
occupations
Chamberlin,
635
3
Gainesville NL
2 (20, 16)
0
Mary A. (42)

Women in
h-hold;
ages

Value
real
estate
owned/
personal
property
6,500/
4,000

State of birth

Florida

1 (9)

0

0

0

0

0/ 0
One son
had
assets
0/ 560

0

0/ 0

Georgia

3

0/ 0

North Carolina

150,000/
134,783

Florida

Lee, Nancy (46)

643

6

Gainesville

Farmer

2 (13, 6)

0

Osteen, Jane C.
(33)
Soubray, Maria
(57)
Stanley, Penelope
L. (37)

657

2

Gainesville

NL

1 (12)

0

3 (16, 11,
8)
0

664

1

NL

0

0

0

668

4

Newnansville
Newnansville

Farmer

1 (19)

0

2 (17,15)
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Slaves
owned

118

South Carolina

South Carolina

TABLE 23: 1860 Census Information for Woman Headed Households, Alachua County
Name (Age in
H# in
Reference
Occupation Men w/
Men w/
1860)
hold haddress
same
different
#
hold
surname in surname in
household; household;
ages;
ages;
occupation occupation
Bryant, Charity
686
4
NewnansFarmer
2 (22, 19)
0
(59)
ville
two farm
laborers
Moody, Mary A. 687
2
NewnansFarmer
1 (15) farm 0
(44)
ville
laborer
Valentine, Hester 711
4
NewnansWasher
2 (17, 6)
0
(43)
ville
and ironer
farm
laborer
Jenkins, Nancy
712
2
NewnansSeamstress 1 (16)
0
(42)
ville
Exley, Margaret
720
7
NewnansFarmer
1 (3)
3 (all
(37)
ville
Blanton, 16,
14, 10), one
farm laborer
Wilson, Mary C. 722
6
NewnansNL
2 (8, 2)
1 (Petit, 50)
(32)
ville
day laborer
Perry, Sidney
723
4
NewnansSeamstress 3 (14, 12,
0
(30)
ville
3)
Purvis, Dicy (40) 724
3
NewnansWasher
1 (6)
0
ville
Colson, Sarah B. 740
4
NewnansFarmer
2 (19, 15)
0
(42)
ville
both farm
laborers
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Women in
h-hold;
ages

Slaves
owned

1 (15)

0

Value
real
estate
owned/
personal
property
200/ 550

State of birth

0

0

200/125

Georgia

1 (3)

0

300/ 100

Florida

0

0

150/ 50

Georgia

2 (5,
Blanton,
12)

1

1,000/
1,260

Florida

2 (12, 10)

0

0/ 200

Florida

0

0

0/450

Florida

1 (6)

0

0/ 25

Georgia

1 (12)

0

1,000/
150 Both
sons had
assets

Georgia

South Carolina

TABLE 23: 1860 Census Information for Woman Headed Households, Alachua County
Name (Age in
H# in
Reference
Occupation Men w/
Men w/
1860)
hold haddress
same
different
#
hold
surname in surname in
household; household;
ages;
ages;
occupation occupation
Fulwood, Mary
742
3
NewnansFarmer
0
1 (Beale, 18)
A. (54)
ville
farm laborer
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Women in
h-hold;
ages

Slaves
owned

1 (Beale,
19)

0

Value
real
estate
owned/
personal
property
0/ 200

State of birth

Florida

Table 24: Pleasant Grove Baptist Church, Hawthorne, Alachua County, Florida
Name

Member

Kindred Boyt

Recvd L=
letter B=
baptism E=
experience

1850
Census

1860
Census

Disciplined

4/1853

N

N

2/56, intoxicated and
profane language,
pardoned 4/56

Susannah E. Boyt
William Perry
Ma(m)ry Perry
James Saunders

4/1853
4/1853
4/1853
4/1853

N
N
N
N

N
Y (33)
Y (30)
Y (45)

Elizabeth
Saunders
Bryant Hinson
Matthew Hinson

4/1853

N

N

4/1853
4/1853

N
N

N
Y (56)

Allen Hinson
Penney Hinson
Olive Hinson
Allen Wates
(Waits)
William Wates
(Waits)
Sarah Wates
(Waits)
Smithy Ann
Grimes
Caroline Green

4/1853
4/1853
4/1853
4/1853

N
N
N
N

Y (24)

4/1853

N

Y (46)

4/1853

N

Y (45)

4/1853

N

N

4/1853

N

Y (27)

Officer/Status

Deacon, 1853
Intoxicated/forgiven,
11/54; intoxicate, 8/57;
8/58, restored to
church; 1/60, reported
for intoxication and
using profane language

Deacon, 1853, various
other offices thereafter
Clerk, 1853

N
Y (66)
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Table 24: Pleasant Grove Baptist Church, Hawthorne, Alachua County, Florida
Name

Member

Simon Stevens
Emily Stevens
Jacob W. Thomas
Mary Elizabeth
Thomas
Isaac Roundtree

Recvd L=
letter B=
baptism E=
experience

1850
Census

1860
Census

4/1853
4/1853
4/1853
4/1853

N
N
N
N

N
N
N
N

4/1853

N

Elisabeth
Roundtree
Nancy Roundtree
S.T. Standland
Silas T. Weeks
Samuel Helton
Fran(ky) Grimes

4/1853

N

Died
1/1858
N

4/1853

N
N
Y (38)
N
N

N
N
Y (48)
N
N

Marshall Seagler
(?)
Ellen Seagler (W)
Charles Beck
Sarah Beck (W)
Elizabeth Beck
Elija Wall
Eliza Wall (W)
Elisabeth Hilton
John Adams

5/53

L

N

N

5/53
7/53
7/53
8/53
11/53
11/53
11/53
11/53

B
L
L
L
L
L
L
L

N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N

N
N
N
Y (37)
N
N
N
N

Helen Adams (W)

11/53

L

N

N

4/17/53
5/53

Disciplined

Officer/Status

Preached 1855

Minister, 1853
Minister, 1853
Related to Smithy
Ann?

5/56 confessed
intoxication and was
forgiven; 9/56,
intoxicated
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Table 24: Pleasant Grove Baptist Church, Hawthorne, Alachua County, Florida
Name

Member

Beason Garrett
Sindarella Garrett
(W)
John M. Garrett
James Garrett
Nance Garrett (W)
William Johnson

12/53
12/53

Recvd L=
letter B=
baptism E=
experience
L
L

1850
Census

1860
Census

N
N

N
N

3/54
3/54
3/54
5/54

L
L
L

N
N
N
N

N
N
N
N

Pamela Johnson
(W)

5/54

L

N

N

Angeline Johnson
Karen Sparkman
John P(B)eck
Temperance Beck
Isaac Roundtree
Mary
Higginbotham

5/54
8/54
8/54
8/54
8/54
8/54

L
L
E
L
E
L

N
N
N
N
N
N

N
N
N
Y (66)
N
N

Adna Johnson
R.M. Perry

10/54
1/55

L
L

N
N

N
Y (24)

M.S. Perry (W)
S.J. Hathharn (?

1/55
1/55

L
L

N
N

Y (25)
N

Disciplined

Officer/Status

2/59, Ltr of dismission
granted
2/59, Ltr of dismission
granted (along with
husband Wm. Johnson)

Preacher, 54

12/57, excommunicated
for ―change of
profession inconsistent
with this church‖
Preached 1855; queried
whether civil
amusement should be
considered disorderly
(yes) summer/56;
ordained 9/56
5/85, ltr of dismission

- 173 -

Table 24: Pleasant Grove Baptist Church, Hawthorne, Alachua County, Florida
Name

Member

Recvd L=
letter B=
baptism E=
experience

1850
Census

1860
Census

Hawthorne)

Disciplined

granted (along with her
two daughters, Mary
and Florilla)

J.C. Barronton
O.S. Barronton
(W)
J.V. Brantley
Emily Brantley
(W)
Wm. Brantley
Eliza Brantley
(W)
Lucy P(F)erry
Elizabeth Perry

1/55
1/55

L
L

N
N

N
N

1/55
1/55

L
L

N
N

N
N

1/55
1/55

L
L

N
N

N
N

1/55
1/55

L
L

N
N

Y (66)
Y (29)

George McRae
Abram Guthrey

5/55
6/55

L
L

Y (32)

N
N

Marrey Guthrey
(W)
C. Saunders

6/55

L

Y (22)

N

10/55

Y (20)

N

Shadrick, servant
of E. Adkins
Herrey, servant of
W. F. Perry
Sandy, servant of
Mr. Stevens
Varnley Iomima

10/55

N

N

N

N

10/55

E, Bap
11/55
E, Bap
11/55
E, Bap
11/55
E

N

N

10/55

L

N

N

10/55

2/59, Ltr of dismission
granted
4/58, Ltr of dismission
granted
4/58, Ltr of dismission
granted
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Officer/Status

Table 24: Pleasant Grove Baptist Church, Hawthorne, Alachua County, Florida
Name

Member

Recvd L=
letter B=
baptism E=
experience

1850
Census

1860
Census

(?)
A. Brantley
Robert Rials
Demsey Blake
G.C. Perry
J.P. Hall

10/55
10/55
10/55
10/55
10/55

L
L
L
L
E

N
N
N
N
N

N
N
Y (37)
N
N

Franklin Webb

12/55

L

N

N

Sarah Cade (Gale
?)
Morison Hines

2/56

L

N

N

3/56

L

N

N

David, servant of
Mr. Cade

6/56

L

N

N

Disciplined

4, 5/58 request for ltr of
dismission deferred;
6/58, case taken and
fellowship no longer
possible with Hall
8/57, reported for
intoxication, case
deferred till he returned
from army service;
2/58, returned from
army, confessed and
was restored; 7/59
reported by J.R. Terell
for using profane
language, confessed
and pardoned

12/57, intoxication and
profane language; 1/58,
confessed and received
forgiveness and
restoration
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Officer/Status

Table 24: Pleasant Grove Baptist Church, Hawthorne, Alachua County, Florida
Name

Member

1850
Census

1860
Census

8/56

Recvd L=
letter B=
baptism E=
experience
E, Bap 8/56

Catey, servant of
Mr. Henley (?)
Jane Webb
Mary B. Hicks

N

N

4/57
4/57

L
L

N
N

N
N

Harriette Hicks

4/57

L

N

N

Sarah Hicks

4/57

L

N

N

Thomas Hicks

4/57

L

N

N

8/57
8/57

L
E, Bap 8/57

N
N
N

N
N
N

8/57
8/57
8/57

E, Bap 8/57
E, Bap 8/57
E, Bap 8/57

N
N
N

N
N
N

8/57

E, Bap 8/57

N

N

8/57

E

N

N

Bap 8/57
Bap 8/57

N
N

N
Y (39)

Elijah Timmons
Sarah Cassels
Dorcas, servant to
Wm. Cade
J.H. Baisden
Wm. Johnson
Ben, servant of
A.H. Perry
Nancy, servant of
A.H. Perry
Zilphy, servant of
Wm. Cade
Wm. C. Cade
Joseph Webb

Disciplined

6/58, ltr of dismission
granted (for Thomas,
wife and two daughters)
6/58, ltr of dismission
granted (for Thomas,
wife and two daughters)
6/58, ltr of dismission
granted (for Thomas,
wife and two daughters)
6/58, ltr of dismission
granted (for Thomas,
wife and two daughters)

Officer/Status

9/57, appt delegate to
meeting
4/57 called to preach
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Table 24: Pleasant Grove Baptist Church, Hawthorne, Alachua County, Florida
Name

1850
Census

1860
Census

John Rials
Lewis Rials
Ursula Seigler
Elizabeth Johnson

Recvd L=
letter B=
baptism E=
experience
Bap 8/57
Bap 8/57
Bap 8/57
Bap 8/57

N
N
N
N

N
N
N
N

Mary Hawthorne

Bap 8/57

N

N

Florilla
Hawthorne

Bap 8/57

N

N

Francis McRae
Harriette
McKeaken (?)
Allen, servant of
Andrew Ormond
Mary Perry
Josephine Tidwell
J.A. Burkett

Bap 8/57
Bap 8/57

N
N

N
N

E, Bap 8/57

N

N

Bap 8/57
Bap 8/57
Bap 8/57

N
N
N

N
N
N

Bap 8/57

N

N

E, Bap
10/57
E, Bap
10/57

N

N

N

N

Jack, servant of
Andrew Ormond
Isabel, servant of
Thomas Hicks
Paul, servant of
Thomas Hicks

Member

8/57

10/57
10/57

Disciplined

2/59, Ltr of dismission
granted (along with
father Wm. Johnson)
5/58, ltr of dismission
along with mother
granted
5/58, ltr of dismission
along with mother
granted

7/59, reported by Mat
Hinson for using
profane language, and
excommunicated
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Officer/Status

Table 24: Pleasant Grove Baptist Church, Hawthorne, Alachua County, Florida
Name

Member

1850
Census

1860
Census

12/57
6/58
6/58
7/58
7/58

Recvd L=
letter B=
baptism E=
experience
E
L
L
L
E, Bap 9/58

Aleck. H. Perry
Jasper Guthrie
Amelia Guthrie
O.A. McLeod
Maryan, servant
of Wm. McLeod
Laura, servant of
Adna Johnson

N
Y (20)
N
N
N

N
N
N
N
N

7/58

E

N

N

N

Y (28)

N

Y (79)

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

John W. Peacock

Margaret
Pettigrew
Amanda Timmons

2/59

L

Jane Ridaught
Henry, servant of
Wm. Johnson
David Rials

3/59

E, Bap 4/59

Disciplined

1/59, Committee
investigated why Laura
had not come forward
for baptism, and
reported they did not
consider her a ―fit
subject to received
baptism‖
1/60, reported for
selling retailing liquors

Officer/Status

Served as delegate to
union meeting, etc. as
of 58 (may have been
admitted in missing
minutes); resigned as
clerk late 59

2/59, Ltr of dismission
granted
1/59, Ltr of dismission
granted

Served in various
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Table 24: Pleasant Grove Baptist Church, Hawthorne, Alachua County, Florida
Name

Member

Recvd L=
letter B=
baptism E=
experience

1850
Census

1860
Census

Disciplined

N

7/59 Ltr of dismission
granted at request of
pastor Strictland

Officer/Status

offices
Cary Sparkman

F.A. Johnson
J.B. Caves (?)
Alexander
McCown
Willis Peacock
Sarah Hinson
Sarah Henson
Elizabeth Peacock
Martha McCown
Silva, servant of ?
Nat, servant of
Andrew Ormond

Bap 8/59
Bap 8/59
Bap 8/59

N
N
N

3
possible
matches
N
N
N

Bap 8/59
Bap 8/59
Bap 8/59
Bap 8/59
Bap 8/59
Bap 8/59

N
N
N
N
N
N
N

N
Y (22)
N
Y (30)
N
N
N

Name
R.S. Terrel (?)
N McDogle (McDougal ?)

Discipline
1/55, Fighting
3/56, profane language,
expelled 5/56
12/57, selling
intoxicating liquors,
excluded; 8/58, restored
to church
9/58, intoxication and
profane language
7/59, confessed that

Calvin Waits

Robert Hines
John T. Boyt

8/58, restored to church

Membership status
3/56 L Dismission
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Table 24: Pleasant Grove Baptist Church, Hawthorne, Alachua County, Florida
Name

Member

Recvd L=
1850
letter B=
Census
baptism E=
experience
charges against him
were true and desired to
be excluded

1860
Census

Disciplined
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Officer/Status

TABLE 25: SUMMARY OF FLORIDA SUPREME COURT DECISIONS, 1845-1860, INVOLVING WOMEN
Case
name

Cite (year)

Majority or
court opinion
by; dissent, if
any (D) by
Douglas

Facts and holding (abbreviations: SC = Supreme Court; TC = Territorial
Council; H = husband; W = wife; MWPA = Married Woman‘s Property Act of
1845)

Other notable issues or comments

State v.
Charles, a
slave

1 Fla 298
(1847)

Dismissed rape charge against a male slave on procedural ground that
indictment did not specify that the alleged victim was a ―white‖ woman where
law defined rape as an offense against a white woman

No indication that the white woman
victim was of planter class; she
suffers no recovery due to technical
error of prosecutor.

Gilchrist
v. Filyau

2 Fla 94
(1848)

Hawkins

McRaeny,
Trustee v.
Johnson

2 Fla 520
(1849)

Baltzell

Sibley v.
Maria, a
woman of
color

2 Fla 553
(1849)

Hawkins

Lanier v.
Chappell

2 Fla 621
(1849)

Hawkins

Strong v.
Willis

3 Fla 124
(1850)

Baltzell

Based on Florida statute that was said to abrogate common law, held that
Filyau and his wife were not liable on a guardian bond where bond was given
by wife‘s father, even though the bond was said to be binding on father and his
heirs
Slave which was owned by Rebecca Williams, a married woman, as her
separate property, was beaten to death by defendant. Held that the feme
covert‟s trustee (McRaeny) was the proper person to recover from defendant
for the injury done to the feme covert‟s property, even though the
slave/property was in the possession of the feme covert.
Maria, a woman of color, sued to obtain her freedom based on an 1828 will
from SC that Maria either be freed from slavery or be taken to Ohio and
released. SC upheld Baltzell‘s opinion in lower court that the will executor
had duty to carry out the trust regarding Maria, and that she was entitled to her
freedom in Florida until Sibley could show good title to her.
Elizabeth, by her next friend, sued to recover on a note given for the hire of
slaves owned by Elizabeth. The slaves were hired to a saw mill company
while Elizabeth was a minor; the note given in payment was signed by a saw
mill company officer who was also Elizabeth‘s trustee. Her trustee thereafter
failed to enforce the note. Held, that the statute of limitations would not run
under these circumstances and Elizabeth was now permitted to enforce the
note.
Jasper Strong entered contract with George Willis for construction of home.
Prior to 1845 MWPA, Jasper deeded home property to Willis in trust for
Jasper‘s wife and children; Jasper then died. Willis was held to have no right
to enforce his rights as creditor against the trust property. Wife was permitted
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Slaves said to be ―..moral agents,
subject to the same feelings, and
have the same right to protection
from abuse, as other human beings.‖

TABLE 25: SUMMARY OF FLORIDA SUPREME COURT DECISIONS, 1845-1860, INVOLVING WOMEN
Case
name

Cite (year)

Majority or
court opinion
by; dissent, if
any (D) by

Summeral
l v.
Thoms

3 Fla 298
(1850)

Lancaster,
(D) by
Baltzell

Ponder v.
Graham

4 Fla 23
(1851)

Semmes

Lewis v.
Yale

4 Fla 418
(1852)

Thompson

Facts and holding (abbreviations: SC = Supreme Court; TC = Territorial
Council; H = husband; W = wife; MWPA = Married Woman‘s Property Act of
1845)
to retain the newly constructed home and to dodge the debt incurred by her
husband.
Youngest sister (Eliza) sued older brother (John) for possession of a slave girl
(Sue) where Sue was one of the daughters of a slave woman (Phoebe) who had
been given to the siblings. The siblings agreed by unwritten agreement to
divide the children of Phoebe in such manner that Sue would go to Eliza.
However, all siblings lived with John until Eliza left for 5 years; while Eliza
was away, Sue remained with John. At trial, Sue awarded to Eliza, upholding
the unwritten agreement, but SC reversed saying that jury should consider
whether Sue was in possession of Eliza at any time during the 5 years while
Eliza was away from John—if yes, then Sue should be Eliza‘s, but if not, then
not—all on basis that unwritten agreement violated the Florida statute of
frauds (which required certain agreements to be in writing). Baltzell, in
dissent, would have upheld the parol agreement as valid (and upheld Eliza‘s
right to enter into such an agreement regarding her property).
TC approved divorce law of 1828; thereafter, TC passed law granting divorce
to Mary, who thereafter married Arch. Graham and lived with AG as her
husband until his death in 1848. AG left large estate, and Mary claimed a
dower right, which was granted at trial court and reversed by SC. SC ruling
based on idea that marriage is a contract, and TC had no power to pass a law
terminating a private contract where TC had previously provided a statute that
gave courts exclusive jurisdiction over divorce.
H ―on behalf and himself and W‖ promised to compensate attorney Yale for
representation in a quiet title/partition lawsuit; compensation to consist of
cession of land owned separately by W. Yale worked hard, won suit, and then
sought payment. H and W declined to pay. Trial court awarded money
damages against W. SC reversed, saying that no in personam judgment could
be rendered against W even where she signed a written contract, because a
feme covert is not competent to enter into a contract so as to give a personal
remedy against her. However, the decision could have been different IF Yale
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Other notable issues or comments

Older brother dominated family
possessions; assertion of
independence by baby sister against
older brother.

Mary denied share of her ―husband‖
of nearly 20 years due to failure of
TC to follow proper process. No
equity here!

Feme covert has no competence or
authority to enter contracts—she
must act be and through her trustee.

TABLE 25: SUMMARY OF FLORIDA SUPREME COURT DECISIONS, 1845-1860, INVOLVING WOMEN
Case
name

Cite (year)

Majority or
court opinion
by; dissent, if
any (D) by

Kent v.
Lyon

4 Fla 474
(1852)

Anderson

Lines v.
Darden

5 Fla 51
(1853)

Semmes

Luke, a
slave v.
State

5 Fla 185
(1853)

Thompson

Facts and holding (abbreviations: SC = Supreme Court; TC = Territorial
Council; H = husband; W = wife; MWPA = Married Woman‘s Property Act of
1845)
had sued W‘s trustee, and/or had sought specific performance of the contract.
Bill of sale for a slave woman from father to daughter, where slave remained
in possession of father, was deemed a fraudulent conveyance and void against
creditors. SC concluded, without explanation, that the sale was fraudulent
against creditors.
Father gives his estate to his only daughter, Sarah Lines, for her life, by a will
that provided for loans of a portion of the estate to be made to Sarah‘s children
in the event that any sons became 21, or daughters married, prior to Sarah‘s
death. Eloiza, a daughter, married Henry Darden while Sarah was still alive.
Sarah loaned Henry and Eloiza part of the estate that Eloiza would ultimately
receive on Sarah‘s death, but when Henry became embarrassed and demanded
a loan of the full amount of what Eloiza would inherit, Sarah refused. SC
reversed trial court that Sarah had to loan Eloiza and Henry the full share due
to Eloiza on Sarah‘s death, concluding that despite formal deficiencies in
Sarah‘s father‘s will, that it was his intent to give Sarah discretion to make
loans during her lifetime to her children, and not his intent to fail to provide
for Sarah‘s children to the exclusion of Sarah.
Luke, slave of Hernandez, admitted to killing a mule owned by a third party on
order of his master because the mule had destroyed part of the master‘s
garden. The law prescribed harsher penalties for crimes committed by slaves
vis-à-vis punishment for the same crimes committed by white person. SC
reversed the trial court jury verdict against Luke, holding that the law in
question did not provide a punishment for malicious mischief when committed
by a slave.
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Other notable issues or comments

Case involved a long standing
dispute between mother and her
children (or the husband of one of
her children). This is instance of
widow woman getting a favorable
ruling vis-à-vis husband of her
daughter.

Rather technical result—SC did
NOT hold that the slave would not
be held accountable when ordered to
commit a crime by his master.
Dicta in case does indicate that ―the
degraded caste should be
continually reminded of their
inferior position, to keep them in a
proper degree of subjection to the
authority of free white citizens…‖
So the law may provide for more
degrading punishment of slaves, but
the law also must secure to slaves

TABLE 25: SUMMARY OF FLORIDA SUPREME COURT DECISIONS, 1845-1860, INVOLVING WOMEN
Case
name

Cite (year)

Majority or
court opinion
by; dissent, if
any (D) by

Facts and holding (abbreviations: SC = Supreme Court; TC = Territorial
Council; H = husband; W = wife; MWPA = Married Woman‘s Property Act of
1845)

Other notable issues or comments

the same form of law and process as
is available to white persons.
Mercer v.
Hooker

5 Fla 277
(1853)

Semmes

Simon, a
slave v.
State

5 Fla 285
(1853)

Semmes, (D)
by Wright

Craig v.
Gamble

5 Fla 430
(1854)

Dupont

Tyson v.
Mattair

6 Fla 107
(1856)

Baltzell, (D)
by Dupont

H purchased a horse, and had bill of sale issued to W. SC affirmed trial court
ruling that a married woman could hold title to her own property acquired
when she was married, but she had to prove that it was acquired with her funds
and that she complied with the disclosure requirements of the MWPA (which
were that property had to be inventoried and a record made with the Clerk of
Court within 6 months after property acquired by her),.
Simon, a slave, confessed to setting fire that burned down home of Dr.
Maxwell. Only proof adduced at trial of State v. Simon was the confession,
upon which he was convicted and sentenced. SC reversed, holding that
confessions must be voluntary in order to be admissible. Court concluded that
Simon‘s confession was not voluntary given that the ―excited populace‖ was
outside the jail ―within the hearing of the prisoner, who exhibited marks of
great terror and alarm. J. Wright dissented, thinking that the presence of a
lynch mob would have the opposite effect to that determined by the majority.
Same as Mercer v. Hooker ―where a bill of sale for property was taken in the
name of W, but the purchase money was paid by H, in the absence of proof
that the money paid was paid by W, neither W‘s title nor the title of anyone
claiming by or through her, will be permitted to defeat the lien of execution
against her H.‖
In 1840 (prior to MWPA), father gave his daughter two slaves ―to her and the
heirs of her body‖, with testimony that father intended his daughter, a sickly
woman married to a dissipated, improvident man, to have her own property.
H‘s creditor sought to levy on one of the slaves, and W asserted her claim that
the slave was her separate property. SC reversed trial court holding that (1)
MWPA did not apply, and (2) the wording of the deed to daughter was not
sufficient to create a separate estate in her. Dupont dissent stresses that no
particular words are required to create a separate estate, and that courts should
look at nature of transaction, the relation of the parties, and the context of the
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Cases involving slaves are
somewhat instructive for cases
involving married women, both
being categories of persons ―under
disability‖.

Burden of proof is on one who takes
from W—she is presumed to not
have good title.

TABLE 25: SUMMARY OF FLORIDA SUPREME COURT DECISIONS, 1845-1860, INVOLVING WOMEN
Case
name

Cite (year)

Majority or
court opinion
by; dissent, if
any (D) by

Maiben v.
Bobe

6 Fla 381
(1855)

Baltzell, (D)
by Dupont

Sanderson
v. Jones

6 Fla 430
(1855)

Baltzell, (D)
by Dupont

Crowell v.
Skipper

6 Fla 580
(1856)

Dupont, (D)
by Baltzell

Cherry v.
State

6 Fla 679
(1856)

Dupont

Facts and holding (abbreviations: SC = Supreme Court; TC = Territorial
Council; H = husband; W = wife; MWPA = Married Woman‘s Property Act of
1845)
instrument to determine the intention of the parties—the key to determining
whether a separate estate was created or not.
Brother of W gave bill of sale to W (pre-MWPA, bill given in Alabama); deed
recorded in AL, but not recorded in FL when W moved with her H to FL. W
(but not her trustee) signed bill of sale to slaves to X, even though she did not
negotiate sale, was coerced by H, and received no money. Trustee sought to
recover title to slaves from X, and lost at both trial and SC. (See text for
discussion of holding) SC, by Baltzell, waxed eloquent about the capability of
married women and the protection afforded them by MWPA (by requiring
consent and joinder of H to a sale by W). Dupont dissent seeks to protect W
against irresponsibility or coercion of H.
Complicated facts and relationships (see text for discussion of case). Case
shows how difficult it is to create a separate estate for W, and how much
control H has over property that others attempted to transfer to a W as her
separate estate.
Skipper recovered a judgment in Georgia I 1852, and brought suit in Jackson
County, FL to enforce GA judgment by levying on a slave possessed by H.
Trustees of the W interposed their claim that their right was superior to that of
Skipper. SC reversed trial court holding, deciding in favor of the trustees of
W. Dupont opinion found the deed of slave to the trustees of W did create a
separate estate, and that Skipper‘s right to enforce his GA judgment was
barred because the FL 5 year statute of frauds had not yet expired (which
would have converted the ownership of the slave from trustees of W to H since
the H was in possession of the slave—in other words, FL law would govern.
Baltzell reached same result, but for the reason that both deed to trustees of W
and the H‘s debt to Skipper were both executed in GA, and GA law should
apply to determine rights of parties.
Cherry indicted for living in state of fornication with a ―colored female.‖ SC
upheld conviction even though the indictment was not as specific as seemingly
required by the statute in question (in that the act was not described nor was
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Other notable issues or comments

SC favored rights of H and H‘s
creditors. W held to be capable of
acting without her trustee, provided
her H joined (regardless of whether
W was coerced or received any
direct benefit).

TABLE 25: SUMMARY OF FLORIDA SUPREME COURT DECISIONS, 1845-1860, INVOLVING WOMEN
Case
name

Cite (year)

Majority or
court opinion
by; dissent, if
any (D) by

Facts and holding (abbreviations: SC = Supreme Court; TC = Territorial
Council; H = husband; W = wife; MWPA = Married Woman‘s Property Act of
1845)

Price v.
Sanchez

8 Fla 136
(1856)

Baltzell

Abernathy
v.
Abernathy
Lignoski
v. Bruce

8 Fla 243
(1858)

Baltzell, (D)
by Dupont

(See text for facts and holding of case)

8 Fla 269
(1859)

Dupont

Eliza Bruce made note to Carolina Lignoski. H of Caroline sued Eliza to
recover on note, and SC refused to allow H to sue for Caroline without joinder
in action by Caroline.

Clark v.
Gautier

8 Fla 360
(1859)

Baltzell

Dick, a mulatto man born of a white woman, was held in slavery; suit brought
to seek a writ of habeas corpus. Testimony was that he was sold into
servitude but only till he became 21. Trial court held Dick set free, but SC
reversed. Refers to Dred Scott decision, and argues that ―negroes‖ have only

the female named)
Father gave bill of sale in 1847 to slave male to his daughter, Sabina, then the
W of Cornelius Dupont (H)—bill of sale recorded 9/1851. H mortgaged slave
to Sanchez, recorded 7/1851. Sabina sent letter in 11/1851 to Sanchez
(allegedly coerced) consenting to the mortgage, and then sent another letter on
1/1852 disavowing the debt. H‘s debt went unpaid and Sanchez sought to
obtain possession of slave. SC upheld trial court judgment in favor of
Sanchez. Ruling based on failure of W to record her inventory a required by
MWPA.
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Other notable issues or comments

SC would likely have held that
Sanchez would win anyway because
of testimony that father gave slave
to W actually because father and H
were in business and father was
indebted to H—SC advanced notion
that even formal compliance with
MWPA could result in deprivation
of W‘s property if it wasn‘t ―really‖
hers..

Dupont ―inclined to look (on
MWPA) as highly beneficial o
society/ In this age of extravagant
and reckless speculation, when
fortunes are won and lost in a day,
something should be done to protect
the innocent and the helpless…‖
References Florida‘s MWPA as
striking a happy mean between
―extreme exactions of the common
law and the demoralizing radicalism
of ‗women‘s rights‘>

TABLE 25: SUMMARY OF FLORIDA SUPREME COURT DECISIONS, 1845-1860, INVOLVING WOMEN
Case
name

Cite (year)

Majority or
court opinion
by; dissent, if
any (D) by

Lindsay v.
Platt

9 Fla 150
(1860)

Walker

Cato, a
slave v.
State

9 Fla 163
(1860)

Dupont

O‘Connor
v. State

9 Fla 214
(1860)

Walker

Murray v.
State

9 Fla 246
(1860)

Forward

Facts and holding (abbreviations: SC = Supreme Court; TC = Territorial
Council; H = husband; W = wife; MWPA = Married Woman‘s Property Act of
1845)
such rights as are given them by the State. Baltzell wrote ―the writ of h.c. Is
intended for the protection of the personal liberty of freemen, and never was
designed or used to try any right of property.‖
Father of W (Amy) owed money to H (Nathan), but H forebore to collect the
debt and father agreed with him that the debt would be considered an
advancement to Amy upon father‘s death. W was unaware of this deal
between her father and H. Father died and his estate administrators brought
suit to have the amount of the debt deemed an advancement to Amy (so that
was counted against her pro rata share of the estate). SC upheld trial court
finding in favor of the estate and against Amy; Amy‘s knowledge or consent
to this deal was deemed irrelevant.
Cato, a slave, charged with rape of Susan Leonard, apparently a prostitute in
Jackson County. Only witness for Leonard was a woman who lived with her,
also said to be a prostitute. Twelve witnesses testified that both Leonard and
her supporter were common prostitutes, but trial court jury found Cato guilty
of murder. SC reversed, on basis that there was no credible evidence that Cato
used force (rather, SC found he ―persuaded‖ Leonard to have intercourse),
especially given the ―degraded character of the witness‖, and there was no
firm evidence that Cato was the perpetrator.
H found guilty of murdering W (in a brutal way) and sentenced to death. H
appealed on basis that jury was prejudiced against him. SC upheld verdict.

Clem, a slave, found guilty of crime of keeping a gaming table, and playing
and betting at a gaming table. SC reversed judgment on the basis that, even
though Florida law established different penalties for violations by free and
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Other notable issues or comments

Women who did not conform to
Southern ideals for women and were
of a lower class were theoretically
protected by the law, but their
evidence was clearly given little
weight or credibility.

Evidence given by 4 neighbor
women (KEY CITES 14-16) shows
effect of transience in even small
settlement--little knowledge of
neighbor, no effort to help a woman
in clear distress. No suggestion that
their testimony was discredited
because of their lower estate.

TABLE 25: SUMMARY OF FLORIDA SUPREME COURT DECISIONS, 1845-1860, INVOLVING WOMEN
Case
name

Chaires v.
Chaires

Cite (year)

10 Fla 308
(1863)

Majority or
court opinion
by; dissent, if
any (D) by

Dupont

Facts and holding (abbreviations: SC = Supreme Court; TC = Territorial
Council; H = husband; W = wife; MWPA = Married Woman‘s Property Act of
1845)
slave persons, the crimes that Clem was convicted of could NOT have been
committed by a slave because a slave has no property or money with which he
could commit the crimes charged. SC suggested that ―this conduct of slaves is
a crying evil‖ but urged Legislature to deal with it and not put masters to the
expense of protecting their slaves in criminal proceedings and not dignify
slaves by having them brought to court with the same importance with ―the
white man‖.
In keeping with Florida‘s divorce law, divorce granted to W based on finding
of extreme cruelty and total abandonment. W granted alimony, but not
permitted to have any costs and expenses (maintenance) pending the final
judgment where W had income from her separate estate.
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Other notable issues or comments

Map 3
Alachua County ―Old Roads and Trails‖
Map
retrieved from
http://www.rootsweb.ancestry.com/~flal
achu/Alhn/OldTowns.html (accessed
January 15, 2008).
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Map is a portion of a map from 1839 reproduced in Lawrence Dell Harper, Dell Brothers, Florida Patriots : A Short History of One Family and Their
Involvement in the Beginnings of a State. (Albany, Georgia: Author, 2001); endsheet. The map shows various settlements and military installations from the
Second Seminole War period and prior to the establishment of the town of Gainesville, Florida. Alachua County‘s present-day boundaries are roughly shown
in bold outline on the map. The map also shows
five major antebellum road routes, marked 1-5, in
use in Alachua County, Florida.
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APPENDIX A
1828 Laws of Florida Territory, Session. Passed October 29, 1828.
AN ACT Concerning Divorces and Alimony.
Be it enacted by the Governor and Legislative Council of the Territory of Florida, That the Superior
Courts of this Territory shall have jurisdiction of all causes of divorce by this act directed and allowed:
Provided, the party applying for such divorce be an actual resident of this Territory at the time of filing his
or her for such divorce.
Sec. 2. Be it further enacted, That the like process and course of practice and proceedings shall be had and
pursued in causes of divorce as is usually had and pursued in other causes in Chancery, except, that the
answer of defendant shall not be under oath.
Sec. 3. Be it further enacted, That Divorces from the bond of Matrimony shall be decreed in case the
parties are within the degrees prohibited by law, in cases where either party is naturally impotent and in
case of adultery in either of the parties and also for willful, continued and obstinate desertion for the term
of three years, but the decree or sentence of Divorce in such cases shall not render illegitimate the issue
born during such marriage.
Sec. 4. Be it further enacted, That divorces from the bonds of Matrimony shall also be decreed where
either of the parties had another wife or husband living at the time of such second or other marriage, and
marriages where either of the parties shall have a former wife or husband living at the time of such
marriage shall be invalid from the beginning and absolutely void, and the issue thereof shall be deemed to
be illegitimate and subject to all the legal disabilities of such issue.
Sec. 5. Be it further enacted, That if it shall appear to the court that the adultery complained of, is
occasioned by collusion of the parties and done with intention to procure a divorce, or, that both parties
have been guilty of adultery, then no Divorce shall be decreed.
Sec. 6. Be it further enacted, That divorce from bed and board shall be decreed for extreme cruelty in
either of the parties, but if it appear that the cruelty complained of was occasioned by the collusion of the
parties and done with intent to obtain such divorce, then no divorce shall be decreed.
Sec. 7. Be it further enacted, That when a divorce shall be decreed on account of the parties being within
the prohibited degrees or for the cause of adultery or extreme cruelty, the Court shall and may in every
case take such order touching the case and maintenance of the children of that marriage, and also touching
the maintenance and alimony of the wife, or, any allowance to be made to her and if any, the security to
be given for the same as from the circumstances of the parties and nature of the case may be fit, equitable
and just.
Sec. 8. Be it further enacted, That if any persons who, shall be divorced on account of their being within
the degrees prohibited by law shall after such divorce cohabit together, such persons so offending shall be
liable to all the pains and penalties provided by law, against incest.
Sec. 9. Be it further enacted, That if any persons shall cohabit or live together in the same house after a
divorce for the cause of prior marriage or adultery such persons offending shall be liable to all the pains
and penalties provided by law against adultery.
Sec. 10. And be it further enacted, That in all cases of divorce, if the party against whom the complaint is
made shall reside out of this Territory or have removed or shall after the cause of complaint has arisen,
remove out of the Territory, so that process cannot be served, or, if served, the party cannot be compelled
to appear, and answer or plead, it shall and may be lawful for the Court, on bill filed and due proof that
the defendant resides out of the Territory, or, hath removed as aforesaid, to order a bearing on the facts
charged in the said bill and thereupon to pass a decree in the same manner, as if the defendant had
appeared and were present in Court: Provided always, that a copy of the said order for hearing be
published in one of the public news-papers of this Territory for the space of three months at least before
the day appointed for the said hearing.
Sec. 11. Be it further enacted, That the County Courts shall have jurisdiction on application of wives for
alimony against their husbands, on the husbands deserting his wife for one year, or, on his living in open
or avowed adultery with another woman for three months, and in cases of cruel, inhuman and barbarous
treatment.
Sec. 12. Be it further enacted, That such application shall be by bill in Chancery, alleging the cause why
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alimony is claimed, and the proceeding shall be as in other cases in Chancery, and the facts arising upon
the matter in issue shall be determined by a jury; either of the aforementioned causes being found to exist,
the Court shall decree alimony out of defendants estate: Provided, however that alimony shall not be
granted in case of open adultery of the wife.
Sec. 13. Be it further enacted, That, a decree of Alimony shall release the wife from the control of her
Husband and she may use her alimony and acquire use, and dispose of other property uncontrolled by her
husband, and where the husband is about to remove himself or his property out of the Territory, or
fraudulently convey or conceal it, the court may award a ne exeat or injunction against him, or his
property, and make such order or decree, as will secure the wife her alimony
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APPENDIX B
Grounds permitted for
divorce (taken from
Florida Acts of 1828
and 1835)
Marriage within the
degrees prohibited by
law (1828)
Where a party is
naturally impotent
(1828)
Adultery (1828)

Effect on
children

Willful, continued and
obstinate desertion for
three years (1828)

Children of
marriage are
legitimate

Bigamy (1828)

Children of
marriage are
not
legitimate

Extreme cruelty
(1828)

Children of
marriage are
legitimate
Children of
marriage are
legitimate
Children of
marriage are
legitimate

Order for care and
maintenance of children
available? Alimony
available?
Yes

Other consequences

Yes
AND alimony available
to wife if husband
―living in open or
avowed adultery with
another woman for three
months)
No provision for care
and maintenance;
Alimony available to
wife after one year of
desertion
No provision for care
and maintenance or for
alimony

If adultery complained of is
―occasioned by collusion‖, then no
divorce will be granted. AND
Continued cohabitation by parties
divorced for this ground subject to
law against adultery.

Yes AND alimony
available to wife in cases
of ―cruel, inhuman and
barbarous treatment.‖

Habitual indulgence of
violent and
ungovernable temper
(1835)
Habitual intemperance
(1835)
Willful obstinate and
continued desertion by
either party for the
term of a year (1835)
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Continued cohabitation by parties
divorced for this ground subject to
law against incest

Continued cohabitation by parties
divorced for this ground subject to
law against adultery.

APPENDIX C
Married Woman‘s Property Act (MWPA)
Section 1. Be it enacted by the Governor and Legislative Council of the Territory of Florida, That
hereafter when any female, a citizen of this Territory, shall marry, or when any female shall marry a
citizen of this Territory, the female being seized or possessed of real or personal property, her title to the
same shall continue separate, independent, and beyond the control of her husband, notwithstanding her
coverture and shall not be taken in execution for his debts: Provided, however, that the property of the
female shall remain in the care and management of her husband.
Sec. 2. Be it further enacted, That married women may hereafter become seized or possessed of real and
personal property, during coverture, by bequest, demise, gift, purchase, or distribution; subject however to
the restrictions, limitations, and provisions, contained in the foregoing section.
Sec. 3. Be it further enacted, That any married woman having separate and independent title to property,
under and by virtue of this act, shall not be entitled to sue her husband for the rent, hire, issues, proceeds
or profits, of said property, nor shall the husband charge for his management and care of the property of
his wife.
Sec. 4. Be it further enacted, That the husband and wife shall join in all sales, transfers, and conveyances
of the property of the wife, and the real estate of the wife shall only be conveyed by the joint deed of the
husband and wife, duly attested, authenticated, and admitted to record, according to the laws of Florida,
regulating conveyances of real property.
Sec. 5. Be it further enacted, That the husband shall not be held or deemed liable to pay the debts of his
wife, contracted prior to any marriage hereafter to be solemnized in this Territory, but the property of the
wife shall be subject to such debts.
Sec. 6. Be it further enacted, That if married women die in this Territory possessed of real and personal
property, or of either species of property, the husband shall take the same interest in her said property, and
no other, which a child would take and inherit, and if the wife should die without children, then the
surviving husband shall be entitled to administration, and to all her property, both real and personal.
Sec. 7. Be it further enacted, That all the property real and personal, which shall belong to the wife at the
time of her marriage, or which she may acquire in any of the modes hereinbefore mentioned, shall be
inventoried and recorded in the County clerks office of the county in which such property is situated,
within six months after such marriage, or after said property shall be acquired by her, at the peril of
becoming liable for her husbands debts, as if this act had not been passed: Provided, that any omission to
make said inventory and Record, shall in no case confer any rights upon her husband.
1

Territorial Laws of Florida, 1845. No. IX, Section 1.
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Appendix D
The Brown Sisters
The correspondence of Corinna and Ellen Brown, daughters of Elihu and
Elizabeth Brown of Portsmouth, New Hampshire, collected by James Denham and
Keith Huneycutt in Echoes from a Distant Frontier: The Brown Sisters‟
Correspondence from Antebellum Florida, provide a revealing glimpse into the life and
times of two women who lived on the Florida frontier.247 Both were well educated
women whose lives were unique yet similar to the lives of other women in antebellum
Florida.
Corinna (1812-1854) and Ellen (1814-1862) grew up in Portsmouth, raised by
their mother and several aunts after their father‘s death in 1817. Upon the death of their
mother in 1832, they, along with their brother Charles (1816-1840), moved in 1835 to
Mandarin, Florida, to be with their Aunt Delia who had married a 73-year old New
Hampshire native, Dr. James Hall, who resided on an East Florida plantation. Dr. Hall
provided the Brown siblings with a small plot of land. The Brown siblings continued to
correspond with their brother Mannevillette (1810-1896), a painter, frequent traveler to
Europe and resident of the northeastern United States, and their brother George (18171857), a merchant who owned a few slaves and maintained a store in Newnansville.
Ellen and Corinna inherited a little money from their mother‘s estate, but were not
financially well off. Their correspondence reveals that they found Florida and the
majority of its residents alien to them—it was hot, with many mosquitoes and lots of
disease, and they were often ―crackers‖ who were squalid, miserable beings. They
seemed to have easily adopted the ways of their new Florida home and, though they
247

Denham and Huneycutt, editors, ibid.
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were not large slaveholders, expressed no concern over the institution of slavery. They
expressed their opinions on political questions of the day, particularly including those
relating to U.S. presidential elections and Florida‘s statehood. They were raised in the
Episcopal Church in New Hampshire, and attended services when they could. Their
religious views are often expressed as they reflect on gender relationships, marriage, the
frailty of life, and the ever present concerns about the death of family and friends.
In 1837, Corinna married Edwin Aldrich (b. 1810), a South Carolina born
medical doctor who was serving with the U.S. Army when they met. He is listed in the
1840 Census as head of household, resident in Newnansville and owner of 3 slaves. His
moderately successful medical practice led him to move around the southeast. From
time to time, he and Corinna lived in Mandarin, St. Augustine, Newnansville, Ocala,
Pensacola, Key West, St. Mary‘s, Georgia, and Macon, Georgia. In 1850, without
Corinna, he joined the gold rush to California. In 1854, with Edwin still in California,
Corinna died as due to complications from an addiction to morphine that she suffered
from during the last few years of her life. Ellen and her brothers sought to care for her,
but to no avail.
Ellen, after much correspondence about her attitudes toward marriage, married
Lt. James Anderson (1812-1847), a Virginia born Army officer. He served in the
military until the end of the Second Seminole War. They had three children together,
living mostly around Buffalo, New York, until he was called to serve in the Mexican
War. He died in action in 1847. Thereafter, Ellen remained in close proximity to her
family in Florida until the early 1850s when she moved to Connecticut and finally to
New York City. After James Anderson‘s death, Ellen never remarried even though her
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marriage had been happy and even though she had few funds to draw on.

She

continuously worried about finances as she had only a small and uncertain pension. Her
family helped to the extent they could, but none of them were so well off that they could
afford much assistance to her. She was very interested in the education of her children,
and provided for them as best she could.

While in the north as the Civil War

approached, she found herself mostly defending the attitudes and positions of her
adopted Florida home. Her son fought in the Confederate Army. She died, apparently
of breast cancer in 1862. She and Corinna are both buried in Brooklyn, New York.
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